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SECTION  I 


INTRODUCTION 


This  document  covers  the  Airport's  response  to  comments  on  Master 
Plan  Working  Paper  'C  (Draft  Master  Plan).  It  also  includes  an 
addendum  to  the  Working  Paper. 

Over  400  copies  of  Working  Paper  'C  were  distributed  to  the 
Airports  staff,  tenants,  local,  state  and  federal  governments  and 
agencies,  and  the  public  for  their  review  and  comments.  All 
written  and  verbal  comments  received  are  reproduced  herein  with 
appropriate  responses.  The  Airports  Commission  extends  its 
appreciation  to  all  those  who  reviewed  and  commented  on  this 
Working  Paper. 

The  general  areas  of  comment  were  The  International  Terminal 
Complex,  Regional  Airport  Plans,  Airfield  Capacity,  Master  Plan  and 
EIR  Approval  Process,  Noise  Impacts  and  Child  Care.  These  concerns 
are  responded  to  in  Sections  II  through  IV  of  this  document.  Most 
of  these  concerns  have  been  previously  addressed  through  meetings 
and  correspondence  with  interested  and  affected  parties,  thus 
responses  contained  herein  are  as  concise  as  possible. 

Over  the  course  of  this  study,  there  have  been  three  major  review 
and  comment  periods  corresponding  to  the  three  Working  Papers. 
These  comment  periods  included  five  public  meetings.  Since  the 
beginning  of  the  study,  half  the  time  spent  (approximately  18 
months)  has  been  devoted  to  review  and  comment  on  the  Plan,  public 
input  meetings,  and  corrections  or  additional  analysis  requested 
by  interested  or  affected  parties.  Working  Paper  'C,  as  responded 
to  and  addended,  represents  the  culmination  of  analysis  and  input 
over  the  study  period. 

The  Master  Plan  attempts  to  balance  the  competing  requirements  of 
airport  tenants  and  users  of  the  facility.  The  objective  has  been 
to  produce  a  plan  which  will  optimize  available  land  uses  and 
facilities  for  the  ultimate  benefit  of  the  public.  The 
Environmental  Impact  Report  will  address  the  concerns  of  those  in 
the  Airport  environs  and  attempt  to  balance  their  needs  with  the 
public  demand  to  use  this  facility.  Invariably,  conflicting  needs 
and  requirements  will  result  that  must  be  resolved.  The  Master 
Plan  and  EIR  process  has  been  designed  to  help  facilitate 
resolution  of  these  conflicts. 
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SECTION  II 


WRITTEN  COMMENTS  3^ND  RESPONSES 

All  written  comments  received  on  Master  Plan  Working  Paper  'C  have 
been  thoroughly  reviewed  and  are  included  herein.  This  section 
includes  responses  to  the  following: 

A.  AIRLINES 

B.  OTHER  AIRPORTS  TENANTS 

C.  CITIES  AND  COUNTIES 

D.  STATE  AGENCIES 

E.  FEDERAL  AGENCIES 

F.  PUBLIC  AND  OTHERS 
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AIRLINES 


I 


Air  Oradi  Base 

P.O  BOK  9000, 

Moncreal  iniemadanal  Aitpon 

(Donal).  Cwadi  WY  IC2 

Base  Air  Onadb 

cp.woa 

A6T)pcx<  Incenuiiaral  de  Monu^il 
(Dnnal).  Caiad)  H4Y  1C2 

August  16,  1989 


Mr.  Lou  Turpin 

Director  of  Airports 

San  Francisco  International  Airport 

San  Francisco,    California  94128 

U.S.A. 


Dear  Mr.  Turpin: 

With  respect  to  working  paper  "C"  Air  Canada  would  like  to  identify  a  number  of 
concerns  which  could  have  an  operational  and  financial  impact  on  our  airline. 
I  would  also  like  to  take  this  opportunity  to  raise  some  concern  we  have 
regarding  re-locating  us  from  Area  "A"  to  temporary  facilities  in  Area  "B" 
which  you  recently  proposed  at  the  last  AAAC  meeting. 

Regarding  Working  Paper  *C* 

.Air  Canada  Supports  a  single  FIS  system. 

Air  Canada  would  prefer  to  remain  in  a  domestic  area  due  to  the  fact  that 
all  our  flights  are  pre-cl eared. 

Should  we  be  placed  In  an  international  terminal  we  would  not  expect  to  be 
charged  for  the  proportionate  share  of  FIS'  costs  since  we  anticipate  not 
using  these  services. 

Air  Canada  would  require  some  form  of  equal  status  with  international 
carriers  in  regards  to  gate  allocation.   As  you  can  appreciate  if  we  as  a 
pre-cleared  domestic  carrier  are  In  an  international  terminal  we  could  find 
ourselves  in  a  very  awkward  position  with  respect  to  acquiring  gates  on  a 
regular  basis.    We  would  also  ask  that  your  technical  department  consider 
the  installation  of  customer  feeder  belts.   We  believe  this  would  enhance 
customer  handling,  improved  employee  production  and  overall  a  further 
quality  enhancement  to  the  entire  San  Francisco  Terminal  expansion. 

Regarding  Temporary  Development  of  Area  "B" 

I  am  sure  you  can  appreciate  the  fact  that  our  preference  is  to  remain  in 
Area  "A"  and  carry  on  with  our  plans  to  relocate  to  Gate  11 


.•./2 


AirCanada 
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August  16,  1989 
Mr.  Lou  Turpin 


Should  your  Area  "B"  develop  as  you  had  indicated  to  the  airlines  we  would 
require  a  wide  body  747  type  gate  operation  as  we  currently  enjoy  in  Area 
"A"  Gate  16. 

We  would  also  ask  that  we  be  located  in  close  proximity  to  our  check-in 
facilities  currently  in  Area  "A"  to  enable  us  to  serve  our  customers  at 
minimal  inconvenience. 

Air  Canada  would  appreciate  an  opportunity  to  review  any  associated 
drawings  and  layout  plans  prior  to  allocating  us  to  a  specific  area  in 
Concourse  "B". 

Regarding  Cargo  Facilities 

We  would  appreciate  knowing  where  we  will  be  relocated  to  and  we  trust  that  we 
will  be  provided  the  same  amount  of  warehouse  and  office  space  facilities. 

I  believe  the  above  outlines  our  short  and  long  term  concerns  regarding  the 
above  matters  and  we  look  forward  to  receiving  a  written  response  to  our 
concerns  in  the  near  future. 

Air  Canada  looks  forward  to  working  with  your  department  on  the  future 
expansion  of  San  Francisco  Terminal  and  hopefully  everything  can  be 
accomplished  to  everyones  complete  satisfaction. 

Sincerely, 


D.J.  Robinson 

Real  Estate  &  Programs  Manager  -  U/S-South 


cc:     O.J.  Fiore,  Director,  Real  Estate  &  Properties  Mgmt.  -  Dorval  72 
J.  Gould,  General  Manager,  Western  U.S.A.  -  Los  Angeles  716 
V.  Leonard,  Manager  -  San  Francisco  747 


AirCanada 
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RESPONSE  TO  AIR  CANADA 


The  Master  Plan  diagrammatical ly  describes  the  overall  facility 
development  of  the  airport  based  upon  the  aggregate  demand  for 
facility  groups  (e.g.  cargo,  terminal,  maintenance).  The  specific 
construction  phasing,  detail  costing,  design  and  allocation  of 
facilities  is  not  within  the  scope  of  the  plan.  However  these 
concerns  are  a  part  of  implementing  the  plan  that  will  be 
thoroughly  discussed  with  all  airlines  through  negotiations, 
meetings  and  various  steering  committees.  Air  Canada's  comments 
are  accepted  as  input  for  the  programming  and  design  of  the 
terminal  complex. 
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Alaska  Airlines 

P.O.  Box  66900 

Seattle.  Washington  98166 


Telephone  (206)  4334200 
Telex  32  8723 


August  18,  1989 


Mr.  John  Costas 
Assistant  Administrator 
Bureau  of  Planning  &  Constmction 
San  Francisco  International  Airport 
San  Francisco,  CA  94128 

Subject:      SFIA  Master  Plan  -  Working  Paper  C 

Dear  Mr.  Costas: 

This  letter  will  serve  as  the  formal  comments  of  Alaska  Airlines  to  Working  Paper  C  of 
the  San  Francisco  Intemational  Airport  Draft  Master  Plan: 

1 .  Terminal  Area  -  Alaska  supports  the  development  of  a  new  International 
Terminal  facility  at  the  location  shown  in  the  working  paper  and  the  construction 
of  boarding  areas  A  and  G  as  international  aircraft  gates.  We  also  support  the 
creation  of  a  single  federal  inspection  service  location  in  the  airport,  and  the 
institution  of  common  use  gate  assignment  procedures  for  the  international 
facilities  as  described  in  documentation  sent  to  you  by  the  Association  of 
Foreign  Airlines. 

We  also  support  the  further  study  of  an  early  development  of  boarding  area  B  to 
allow  for  the  simultaneous  construction  of  boarding  areas  A  and  G. 

Alaska  forecasts  increases  in  both  Its  domestic  and  international  operations  at 
San  Francisco  and  we  fee!  that  this  plan  will  allow  both  to  be  accommodated. 

2.  Transportation  -  Alaska  supports  the  development  of  a  reliable  people  mover 
system  connecting  the  several  terminals  and  the  Ground  Transportation  Center, 
but  we  are  concerned  that  full  consideration  be  given  to  various  alternate 
methods  of  providing  such  service. 

3.  Airfield  Improvements  -  While  the  draft  working  paper  suggests  certain  near- 
term  airfield  improvements  in  the  form  of  taxiways  and  ramp  areas,  we  suggest 
that  more  detailed  consideration  be  given  to  the  overall  issue  of  airfield 
capacity.  While  capacity  constraints  are  recognized,  it  would  probably  be 
pmdent  to  begin  more  in-depth  analysis  of  potential  improvements. 


Alaska  Airlines 


Mr.  John  Costas 
August  18,  1989 
Page  Two 


Alaska  Airlines  appreciates  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  Working  Paper  C  and  we 
look  forward  to  close  coordination  with  you  as  more  details  of  each  element  are 
developed,  including  mutually  acceptable  operational,  functional  and  financial 
impacts  to  the  airlines. 

Sincerely, 

ALASKA  AIRLINES,  INC. 


Clifford  T.  Argue 
Staff  Vice  President 
Properties  and  Facilities 


CTA:jk 


cc:  Mr.  L.  A.  Turpen 
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RESPONSE  TO  ALASKA  AIRLINES 


1.  Terminal  Area  -  Alaska's  comments  are  accepted  as  input  for 
the  programming  and  design  of  the  terminal  complex. 

2.  Transportation  -  The  Airport  has  considered  alternate  means 
of  transporting  passengers,  meeters  and  greeters  and  employees 
throughout  the  airport  (e.g.  buses,  shuttles,  etc.).  At  this 
time  we  have  concluded  that  an  efficient  and  reliable 
automated  people  mover  system  is  the  best  approach.  However, 
we  continue  to  remain  open  to  other  suggestions. 

3.  Airfield  Improvements  -  See  response  in  Appendix  'A*. 
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AFA  Posi-bion  Paper  Regarding  Working  Paper  "C 


The  Association  of  Foreign  Airlines  (AFA)  is  currently  comprised 
of  12  airlines  operating  international  flights  at  SFO.  The 
Association  was  formed  to  represent  common  interests  in  regards 
to  the  new  International  Terminal  at  San  Francisco  International 
Airport . 

The  AFA  currently  represents  in  excess  of  70%  of  all  the 
international  flight  activity  at  San  Francisco  International 
Airport . 

In  response  to  the  need  for  a  new  and  separate  International 
Terminal,  the  AFA  recently  transmitted  to  the  airport  staff  a 
proposed  Use  Policy.     This  Policy  addresses  the  broad  facility 
use  issues  that  have  recently  been  discussed  at  various  meetings 
between  Airport  Staff  and  concerned  airlines.     (Attachment  A) 

The  AFA,  in  recent  correspondence,  has  also  advised  the  Airports 
Commission  of  its  position  regarding  the  new  International 
Terminal.   (Attachment  B  &  C) 

More  specifically,  the  AFA  has  the  following  views  and 
objectives : 

-  Development  of  a  facility  which  will  accommodate  the 
projected  growth  of  Pacific  Rim  and  other  international 
markets . 

-  The  AFA  strongly  supports  a  single  International  Terminal 
plan  which  provides  proper  security  for  the  public  and  our 
passengers . 

-  Simultaneous  and  expedited  construction  of  Boarding  Areas 
A  &  G  which  will  create  expansion  for  domestic  and 
international  airlines . 


-  A  philosophy  supporting  common  use  gates,  which  allows  for 
the  proper  competitive  environment  enabling  all  airlines 
to  develop  market  share  equally. 

-  International  arriving  and  departing  flights  need  to  have 
a  priority  of  access  to  facilities  to  properly  process 
passengers  so  that  they  can  be  promptly  cleared  through 
government  agencies,  contribute  to  the  revenues  of  the 
Airport  through  passenger  purchases  of  duty  free 
merchandise  and  also  make  the  necessary  transfers  to 
domestic  flights. 

-  The  AFA  supports  the  overall  airline  interest  of  domestic 
expansion  aft  San  Francisco  because  of  its  complimentary 
nature  in  assuring  that  San  Francisco  International 
Airport  becomes  a  premier  international  airport  with  ease 
of  domestic  connections  to  all  airlines.    This  view 
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suggests  equal  expansion  for  all  domestic  airlines  based 
upon  present  and  future  need,  with  control  of 
facilities  related  to  an  "actual  and  best  use"  philosophy. 
This  opinion  is  not  in  opposition  to  a  "Common  Use" 
concept  for  international  flight  activity. 

-  We  need  to  resolve  certain  financial  issues,  facility  use 
and  allocation  issues  and  lease  issues  with  the  airport 
staff  before  the  AFA  will  provide  total  support  to  this 
project. 

The  AFA  and  its  individual  members  enthusiastically  support  the 
development  of  San  Francisco  International  Airport  and 
appreciate  the  efforts  of  the  airport  staff  to  ensure  that  SFO 
remains  "open"  to  all  international  and  domestic  airlines. 

The  AFA  is  willing  to  meet  with  any  airline  or  interested  party 
to  discuss  these  views  and  opinions  or  to  consider  alternative 
points  of  view. 
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ATTACHMENT  A 
USE  POLICY  FOR  INTERNATIONAL  TERMINAL 


Statement  of  Purpose 

The  Association  of  Foreign  Airlines   (AFA)  in  recognition 
of  the  projected  international  growth  in  the  San  Francisco  (SFO) 
market  supports  the  Airport  in  its  request  to  consider  the 
development  of  a  new  International  terminal  Facility.  The 
conceptual  plan  provided  to  the  airlines  offers  considerable 
expansion  opportunities  but  it  is  important  to  define  the  various 
"use  concepts"  before  the  design  process  begins. 

When  considering  "use  concepts"  it  is  also  pertinent 
to  consider  the  allocation  of  facilities,  location  of  facilities 
and  how  the  various  facilities  will  be  leased/paid  for  via  user 
charges . 

AFA  feels  that  prior  to  beginning  the  design  of  the 
new  international  terminal,   or  as  a  parallel  activity,  that 
various  "use  concepts"  be  adopted  by  the  Airport  so  that  the 
potential  users  understand  the  manner  in  which  the  facility 
will  be  used  and  can  therefore  better  determine  their  individual 
facility  requirements.     AFA  has  prepared  its  views  on  a  "use 
concept"  for  consideration  by  the  Airport  in  determining  the 
actual  policy  for  the  use  and  the  leasing  of  the  new 
International  Terminal. 

AFA  feels  that  it  is  extremely  important  that  the 
Airport  Staff  works  closely  with  all  the  airlines  in  the 
development  of  the  final  plan  for   the  building  which  takes  into 
consideration  locations  of  the  essential  operating  functions 
inherent  to  the  processing  and  handling  of  customers.     The  manner 
in  which  the  facility  is  developed  is  directly  related  to  "use 
concepts" . 

Facility  Use  Concepts 

The  "Use  Concepts"  for  various  types  of  facilities 
stated  below  do  not  consider  the  actual  allocation  of  facilities, 
but  a  conceptual  framework  in  which  allocation  of  facilities 
can  occur.     The  proposed  "Use"  of  the  various  types  of  facilities 
takes  into  consideration  all  potential  users  and  their 
requirements  and  activity  levels,   the  "proprietary  role"  of 
the  Airport  in  the  operation  of  its  facility  and  the  manner 
in  which  it  serves  the  international  traveler  and  public. 

AFA  supports  Mr.  Turpen's  view,  as  stated  at  the 
Commission  Meeting  on  March  7,   1989,   that  two  philosophies  of 
leasing  exist  and  that  a  blend  of  the  traditional  US  leasing 
policy  and  Asia  Policy  should  be  considered.     AFA  recommends 
the  following  "Use  Concepts"  which  follow  Mr.  Turpen's  views: 
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Gates 


All  gates  for  the  terminal  tenants  should  be  commonly 
utilized   (common)  with  International  Flights  having  priority 
over  Domestic  Flights  and  in  accordance  with  a  gate  allocation 
procedure   to  be  adopted  by  users  and  the  airport.     All  equipment 
(jetways,   ground  power,   etc.)  would  also  be  considered  to  be 
"common"   for  Terminal  Tenants.     Scheduling  to  gates  would  be 
handled  by  an  independent  entity  following  the  allocation 
procedures  adopted  by  the  users  and  the  airport.* 

Ticket  counter  &  Associated  Offices 

The  Counter  and  associated  support  space  should  be 
"Exclusive"  space  for  a  fixed  time  frame  with  the  actual  term 
to  be  determined  based  upon  each  airline's  current  lease  and 
their  requirements  for  the  future.     Initial  allocation  should 
be  related  to  the  number  of  ticket  counter  positions  needed 
to  properly  handle  the  processing  of  passengers.     An  allowance 
should  also  be  made  for  future  growth  as  well  as  reduction  in 
activity  by  the  creation  of  "common  leased  ticketing  positions" 
between  the  "exclusive  leased  ticketing  positions"  thereby 
offering  a  "buffer"  for  future  growth  or  new  entrants. 
Associated  office  space  should  be  available  for  both  the 
"exclusive"  ticket  counter  as  well  as  the  "common"  ticket 
counter . 

VIP  Lounges  &  Station  Management  Administrative  Offices 

VIP  Lounges  and  Administrative  Offices  should  be  leased 
on  an  "Exclusive"  basis  for  a  fixed  time  frame  with  the  actual 
term.v  to  be  determined  based  upon  each  airline's  current  lease 
and  their  requirements  for  the  future.     Allocation  of  VIP 
Lounges  and  Administrative  Offices  should  be  based  on  space 
availability  and  individual  airline  requirements  as  to  whether 
the  lounge  is  located  before  or  after  security.     Space  should 
also  be  provided  for  a  common  use  VIP  lounge  for  use  on  an  ad 
hoc  basis 

Raap  Level  Offices  &  Operations  Offices 

Ramp  Level  Offices  &  Operations  Offices  should  be  leased 
for  a  fixed  time  frame  with  the  actual  term  to  be  determined 
based  upon  each  airline's  current  lease  and  their  requirements 
for  the  future.     Initial  allocation  should  be  related  to  the 
amount  of  space  needed  to  support  operations  of  aircraft  for 
the  airline. 

Baggage  ClaiM,  Baggage  Systeas  and  FID  Systems 

All  mechanical  systems  relating  to  the  handling  of 
baggage  or  the  display  of  information  should  be  considered 
"common"  for  Terminal *Tenants.     Allocation  and  location  of 
individual  use  should  be  determined  after  ticket  counter  and 
gate  locations  have  been  determined.     The  FID  system  should 
be  maintained  and  operated  by  the  same  independent  entity 
responsible  for  scheduling  aircraft  to  the  gates. 
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ATTACHMENT  B 


AS80CUTI0H  OF  FOREIGN  AIRLINES 
SAn  FrAneisco  Internaclonal  Airport 
P.  0,  Box  8737 
SAtt  FrAncisco)  CA  94128 


July  24,  1989 
REFt  SFOOB-FAX^Oll 
*F:  AFA 


Th*  Honorable  Morris  fitmaceln 
PrAildanc 

Airport!  GoBmlAsloQ 

Sad  FranclACO  Int'l  Airport 

San  Francisco*  CA  94128 

RS!  PROPOSED  NEW  INTERNATIONAL  TERMINAL  FACILITY 
Dtar  Mr.  Btrnscaln: 


Twelve  alrllnta  represantlng  in  excess  of  7A%  of  all  Intftrnaclonal  activity  recently 
formed  an  aasociaclon  [Association  of  Foreign  Airlines  (AFA) ]  to  coordinate  and 
participate  in  the  planning  and  development  of  the  proposed  new  International  Ter:ninal 
Facility  at  thia  Airport. 


The  airlines  comprising  this  Association  (AFA)  are: 


Air  Canada  Canadian  Airlines  Mexicana  Airlines 

Air  France  China  Airlines  Singapore  Airlines 

AlaalcA  Airlines  Japan  Airlines  Qancas  Airways 

British  Airways  Lufthansa  UIA  French  Airlines 

Our  Association  is  enthusiastic  about  the  proposed  development  of  a  new  International 
Terminal  Facility  at  San  Franciscot  as  well  as  the  revenues  that  would  be  derived 
from  non-airline  sources. 

We  wish  Co  express  our  support  for  the  proposed  new  International  Terminal  Facility, 
and  more  especif icelly,  we  support  the  Airport  Staff's  recommendation  with  regard 
to  a  single  Federal  Inspection  Service  (FIS)  concept. 

The  AFA  Is  looking  forward  to  working  with  the  Airport  Staff  in  a  cooperative  joint 
effort  to  resolve  the  business  issue's  and  to  properly  develop  this  facility. 

We  share  Che  Airport  Staff's  goals  and.  objectives  with  regard. to  this  very  Important 
project,  and  look  forward  to  a  continui»4  long  and  lasting  relationship. 


/\ry 


truly  yours f 


\ 

CCisev  Carl^  Caso 

cc:    Hon.  Art  Agnos,  Mayor  ChAiSPsn 

Hon.  Z.  L.  Gooaby,  Vice  Pres.  Airports  Commission 
Hon.  D.  R.  Stephens,  iVlrports  Commission 
Hon.  S.  B.  Duvalli  Airports  Commission 
Hon.  P.  A.  Murphy,  Airports  Commission 
Mr.  L.  A.  Turpen,  Director  of  Airport 
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ATTACHMENT  C 


August  14,  1989 

The  Honorable  Morris  Bernstein 
President 

Airports  Commission 

San  Francisco  International  Airport 
San  Francisco,  CA  94128 


RE:     Proposed  New  International  Terminal  Facility 
Dear  Commissioner  Bernstein: 

As  a  result  of  a  recent  Airport  Affairs  Meeting  and  subsequent 
presentation  by  Mr.  Turpen,  the  Association  of  Foreign  Airlines 
(AFA)  supports  the  Airport's  plan  for  a  new  and  separate 
International  Terminal  Facility. 

The  AFA  specifically  supports  a  facility  development  plan  which 
incorporates  the  following: 

-  Simultaneous  completion  of  Boarding  Areas  A  &  G  and  the 
new  International  Terminal  building  on  an  expedited  basis 
by  1994. 

-  A  single  Federal  Inspection  Service  (FIS)  concept  which 
provides  sufficient  facilities  for  the  proper  processing 
of  passengers . 

-  A  terminal  and  boarding  area  plan  which  provides  the 
necessary  security  to  properly  process  and  protect  the 
passengers  and  public. 

-  A  philosophy  supporting  Common  Use  Gates  which  allows  for 
the  proper  competitive  environment  enabling  all  airlines 
to  develop  market  share  without  giving  preference  to  any 
one  airline. 

-  Development  of  a  facility  which  reflects  the  City  of  San 
Francisco's  commitment  to  meet  the  growth  in  the  Pacific 
Rim  market . 

It  is  our  desire  that  all  airlines  share  the  common  objective  of 
making  San  Francisco  International  Airport  a  major  international 
gateway  and  cooperate  with  the  Commission  and  Airport  Staff  in 
reaching  this  goal. 
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Hon.  Morris  Berstein 
Page  Two 


Since  the  needs  of  the  international  passengers  are  not  being 
adequately  met  in  the  current  International  Terminal,  the  AFA 
encourages  the  rapid  development  of  this  new  facility  and  urges 
the  Commission  to  adopt  the  necessary  policies  and  procedures  to 
commence  this  project. 

We  will  anxiously  await  the  process  to  define  and  resolve  the 
necessary  business  and  policy  issues  with  the  Airport  Staff.  We 
appreciate  your  interest  and  support  in  this  process . 

Sincerely  yours. 


Alan  J.  Ogawa 
Vice  Chairman 

CC/sm 

cc:    Hon.  Art  Agnos,  Mayor 

Hon.  Z.  L.  Goosby,  Vice  President,  Airports  Commission 

Hon.  D.  R.  Stephens,  Airports  Commission 

Hon.  S.  B.  Duvall,  Airports  Commission 

Hon.  P.  A.  Murphy,  Airports  Commission 
Mr.  L.A.  Turpen,  Director  of  Airports 
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RESPONSE  TO  ASSOCIATION  OF  FOREIGN  AIRLINES 


The  Association  of  Foreign  Airlines'  comments  are  accepted  as  input 
for  the  programming  and  design  of  the  International  Terminal. 
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Orliindo,FL82M24MB 
(407)e66-6000 


Auguet  17,  1989 


L.A.  Turpen 
Dirdctor  c£  Mrportc 
6?0  Airport 


D«ftr  Mr.  Turpen t 

Regarding  'forking  Paptr  "c"  and  the  near-term  Master  Plan, 
Braniff  does  not  eee  anything  that  would  adversely  affect 
Braniff i  operations  in  the  near  future. 


Sinoerelyi 


AiDber  Bryant 

Regional  Kanager-Properties 


eat    8TtM,c  "  Paul  J.-  vanWert 


AB/te 
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RESPONSE  TO  BRANIFF 


No  response  necessary. 


British  Airways 


S.m  I  r.ini  im  o  liilcrn.i I i- m.'i  \i!;'miI 


17  August  1989 


John  Costas 

Airports  Commission 

San  Francisco  Int'l  Airport 

San  Francisco,     CA  94128 


Dear  John: 


Re:   Working  Paper  Master  Plan  C. 

British  Airways  supports  the  single  FIB  concept  in   the  new 
International   Terminal.     We  would  also  strongly  recommend  a  checked 
baggage  Xray  -facility. 


Bi ttenbender ' s  questionnaire,    I   submit  a   list  of  operational  needs 
(o-f  a  more  detailed  nature).     Many  o-f   these  have,   or  will   probably  be 
incorporated  in   the  final   design,    but   I   will   include  them  just   in  case 
they  have  not  been  considered. 

1.  Ramps,   no  steps  to/from  aircraft  on  arrival   and  departure. 

2.  Facility  at  each  gate  to  process  two  lines  of   passengers  through 
boarding  pass  readers  on   to  jetbridge.      Information  management  staff 
at  British  Airways  would  be  happy  to  share  their  knowledge  on  this 
subject,   but  I'm  certain   that  your  contacts  through  SITA  are  informed 
about  the  ATB  readers. 


In  addition   to  our  requirements  as  indicated   in  Peter 
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3.  Gate  desks  with  2  computers  and  ample  work  top  -  -for  seat  changes, 
passenger  onload,  etc. 

4.  Sterile  transit  area. 

5.  Baggage  chutes/drops  at  gates  (-for  last  minute  bags  and  excessive 
hand  baggage). 

6.  Facility  at  each  gate  -for  duty  -free  pick  up.     Present  system  o-f 
duty   -free  personnel   standing   inside  jetbridge  door  with  bags  on  -floor 
or  in  shopping  cart  is  both  unpro-f essiona  1   in  appearance,   and  can 
cause  congestion. 


Thank  you, 


Barbara  Giel 
Manager,  SFO 
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RESPONSE  TO  BRITISH  AIRWAYS 


See  response  to  Air  Canada.  British  Airways'  comments  are  accepted 
as  input  for  the  programming  and  design  of  the  International 
Terminal . 
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BUTLER  ax/ianaN 


August  14,  1989 


Mr.  John  Costas 
Airports  Commission 
P.  O.   Box  8097 

San  Francisco  International  Airport 
San  Francisco,   CA  94128 

Dear  John: 

It  was  a  pleasure  meeting  with  you  recently  to  discuss  Working 
Paper  "C"  -  Draft  Master  Plan  for  the  San  Francisco  International 
Airport . 

As  stated  in  that  meeting,  we  would  prefer  to  be  located  at  Plots 
3  A,  B,  C,   and  D  as  indicated  in  Working  Paper  "B"  due  to  the 
close  proximity  to  the  freeway  and  airline  terminal  building.  As 
you  are  aware,  a  large  percentage  of  our  customers  are  destined 
for  the  airline  terminal.     Relocating  the  FBO  to  the  East  Field 
Area  is  manageable  but  travel  time  to  and  from  the  terminal 
building  will  be  drastically  increased.     Additionally,  an 
unsecured  roadway  to  this  area  must  be  constructed  to  provide 
easy  access. 

The  optimum  development  schedule  on  page  10.35  indicates 
completion  of  the  FBO  complex  in  the  1991-1992  time  frame.  This 
schedule  leaves  little  time  for  planning,   lease  negotiations,  and 
construction  of  the  new  FBO  facility. 

It  was  noted  that  the  Chevron  hangar  will  also  be  relocated  to 
the  East  Field  Area  in  the  same  time  frame.     Be  advised  that 
Butler  Aviation  is  open  to  discussions  regarding  a  shared 
facility  with  Chevron  providing  the  details  can  be  worked  out. 
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BUTLER  a\/ianaN 


Mr.  John  Cbstas 


August  14,  198  9 
Page  2 


With  that  in  mind,   I  urge  your  early  consideration  of  a 
preliminary  meeting  to  include  Thomas  F.  Comeau,   President  and 
Chief  Executive  Officer  of  Butler  Aviation  International,  and 
Louis  A.  Turpen,   Director  of  Airports,   to  discuss  Working  Paper 
"C"  prior  to  completion  of  the  final  Master  Plan  in  November 
1989. 

Sincerely, 


Paul  H.  Bartnek 
Vice  President  Western  Region 

PHB:me 

cc:     Louis  A.  Turpen 
Thomas  F.  Comeau 
Joseph  C.  McDonough 
Steven  True 
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RESPONSE  TO  BUTLER 


For  the  reasons  stated  in  "Response  and  Addendum  to  Working  Paper 
'B'",  it  has  been  determined  that  airfield  safety  and  capacity 
would  be  enhanced  by  relocating  General  Aviation  to  the  East  Field. 
The  FAA  has  committed  to  direct  the  majority  of  General  Aviation 
departures  and  arrivals  to  runways  28L  and  28R  in  lieu  of  the 
currently  used  runways  IL  and  IR,  upon  this  relocation.  Access  to 
the  Butler  facility  will  be  by  an  unsecured  perimeter  roadway  as 
indicated  in  the  plan. 
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Canadian 


August  11,  1989 


Mr.  John  Costas 
P.O.  Box  8097 

San  Francisco  International  Airport 

San  Francisco,  California 

94128 


Dear  Mr.  Costas: 


RE:    Airport  Draft  Master  Plan  -  Working  Paper  "C" 

Canadian  Airlines  has  the  following  comments  with  regard  to  the  subject 
Working  Paper  "C": 

1.      The  concept  of  a  single  International  Terminal  with  a  single  FIS 
and  two  boarding  areas  (A  and  G)  together  with  a  new  Domestic 
Boarding  Area  B,  all  as  displayed  in  Figure  10.10,  appears  to  be 
a  good  ultimate  plan  to  maximize  terminal  facilities  at  SFIA. 


2.  In  order  to  obtain  International  Terminal  relief  in  the  shortest 
time  period,  we  prefer  the  initial  construction  of  the  new 
Boarding  Area  B  which  allows  simultaneous  construction  of 
Boarding  Areas  A  and  G  for  an  estimated  completion  date  of  05/94 
per  attached  Milestone  Schedule.    However,  this  preference  is 
subject  to  a  review  of  comparison  estimates  of  landing  fees  and 
rental  rates  to  be  provided  by  SFIA. 

3.  Canadian  Airlines  is  in  the  process  of  becoming  a  member  of  the 
Association  of  Foreign  Airlines  (AFA)  and  supports  the  AFA  Use 
Policy  for  the  International  Terminal  per  Attachment  A. 

4.  There  must  be  suitable  access  between  Boarding  Areas  A  and  G  on 
all  levels  so  that  the  new  International  Terminal  can  operate  as 
a  single  unit  with  all  of  the  accompanying  efficiencies. 


5.     The  new  International  Terminal  should  be  designed  so  that  the 
gates  are  capable  of  being  utilized  for  Domestic  operations 
during  periods  when  they  are  not  required  for  International 
operations. 


JNM/js/cd 
Att 

cc:    L.A.  Turpen 


r^np^im  Aiiiines  International  Ltd. 

Suite  2800, 700-2nd  Street  S.W..  Calgary,  Alberta,  Canada  T2P  2W2;  Phone:  (403)  294-2000 
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RESPONSE  TO  CANADIAN  AIRLINES  INTERNATIONAL.  LTD. 


Canadian  Airlines  comments  are  accepted  as  input  for  the 
programming  and  design  of  the  International  Terminal. 


August  11,  1989 


Mr.  Louis  A.  Tuipen 

Director  of  Airports 

San  Francisco  International  Airport 

San  Francisco,  CA  94128 

Dear  Mr.  Tuipen: 

This  letter  is  in  response  to  your  letter  of  July  3,  1989  requesting  our  comments  by 
August  18th  on  the  master  plan  (working  paper  -  C).  As  discussed  at  our  August  3rd 
meeting  with  Ms.  Gittens  and  Mr.  Costas,  our  April  Sth  proposal  to  you  for  cargo 
facilities  (enclosed)  should  continue  to  be  used  by  your  planners  to  meet  Federal 
Bs^ress'  space  requirements  at  SFO. 

We  look  forward  to  the  initial  planning  meeting  to  be  scheduled  by  Mr.  Costas  in  late 
August  with  all  the  potential  cargo  tenants  of  this  area.  We  will  be  prepared  to 
begin  working  with  you  on  a  layout  of  the  plot  50A  complex. 

Thanks  again  for  the  opportimity  to  comment. 


Don  Taddia,  Sr.  Manager 
Airport  Relations  &  Development 
Properties 
(901)395-3650 

0002E.84 

Enclosure 

cc:    John  Costas 
Angela  Gittens 
Gil  Mook 
Steve  White 


Sincerely, 
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April  5,  1989 


Gilbert  D.  Mook 

Vice  President 
Properties  and  Facilities 


Mr.  Louis  A.  Turpen 
Director  of  Airports 
San  Francisco  International  Airport 


2003  Corporate  Avenue    San  Francisco>  CA  94128 

Memphis,  TN  38132 


Memphis.  TN  38194-1870 


Federal  Express  proposes  to  enter  into  negotiations  for  a  30  year  ground  lease 
for  Plot  50A  at  San  Francisco  International  Airport.  Our  conceptual  plans 
identify  the  deyelopment  of  a  100>000  SF  facility,  475,000  SF  of  ramp  and 
125,000  SF  of  additional  paved  area  (Exhibit  1).  We  propose  that  either  the 
Airport  or  Federal  Express  develop  the  site  which  we  estimate  will  take  18 
months  (Exhibit  2). 

Our  initial  plans  are  to  occ\q>y  a  minimum  of  70,000  SF  within  the  facility  and 
retain  three  (3)  widebody  aircraft  parking  positions  consistent  with  our  short 
term  operational  needs  (Esdiibit  3).  We  would  sublease  the  remaining  facility 
to  others  (short  term)  and  provide  transient  cargo  aircraft  parking  and  handling 
services.  As  our  flight  activity  and  freight  volumes  continue  to  grow,  we 
would  gradually  decrease  the  subleased  area  and  handling  services. 

Appendix  "A"  describes  our  anticipated  flight  activity  (CY90),  freight  volimie 
at  SFIA  and  presents  highlights  of  the  operational  and  economic  factors 
associated  with  our  operations.  Appendix  B  presents  the  1988  Federal  Express 
Annual  Report  and  Second  Quarter  Report  for  1989. 

SFO  represents  a  strategic  gateway  in  our  system.  Ensuring  that  the  current 
and  future  Federal  Express  operation  at  SFO  is  protected  is  essential.  We  are 
prepared  to  address  this  proposal  in  detail  at  your  earliest  convenience. 

WE  WANT  TO  MAKE  THIS  HAPPENl 

Sincerely, 

FEDERAL  EXPRESS  CORPORATION 


(Subert  u.  Mook 
Vice  President 
Properties 

0527e 

cc:  Don  Taddia,  Sr.  Mgr.  -  Airport  Relations 
Joe  McCarty,  V.P.  -  Legal 
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RESPONSE  TO  FEDERAL  EXPRESS 


Federal  Express'  comments  are  accepted  as  input  for  the  programming 
and  design  of  the  Plot  50  area  cargo  facilities.  The  design  and 
terms  of  the  proposed  development  will  be  discussed  further  with 
all  cargo  carriers. 
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UAPAN  AIR  LINES 

P.O.  BOX  8025 
AIRPORT  BRANCH 

SAN  FRANCISCO,  CALIFORNIA  94128 

August  17,  19S9 


Mr  .    Johi'i  Cost  as 
Chief  Project  Manager 
AIRPORTS  COMMISSION 
P.O.    Box   S09  7 

San  Francisco  International  Airport 
San  Francisco,   CA  94.12£ 

Dear  Mr.  Costas 

The  following  are  Japan  Airlines  comments  on  the  SFIA's  Draft 
Master  Plan   (Working  Paper  'C'): 

1.  Recognizing  the  inadequacy  of  the  present  International 
Terminal   facilities  and  as  a  major  carr'ier  operating  Pacific 
routes,   we  strongly  support  the  planned  new  International 
Terminal  facilities. 

2.  In  view  of  the  difficulty  and  disruptive  nature  of  making  two 
moves, (i.e.,   first  to  Pier  "G"  then  to  Pier  "A"),   we  would 
more  strongly  support  the  simultaneous  development/construc- 
tion of  Piers  "A"  and  "G"  with  the  temporary  extension  of 
Pier  "B"  accommodating  present  Pier   "A"  tenants. 

3.  Japan  Airlines  also  supports  the  "common  use"  gate  concept 
but  prefers  "exclusive  use"  check-in  counters,   back-of -counter 
offices  and  VIP  facilities,   with  some  "common  use"  modifica- 
tions . 

4.  With  reference  to  the  proposed  "North  Field  Cargo/Maintenance" 
facility,   Japan  Airlines  presently  holds  a  valid  lease  on  our 
cargo  building  until   the  year  2001. 

5.  The  present  JAL  cargo  facilities  are  planned  for  expansion 
depending  on  the  outcome  of  FT/FM. 

6.  Since  the  Japan  Airlines'   Cargo  Building  is  still  relatively 
new,   it  would  seem  uneconomical  to  remove  it  completely  at 
this  time  and  we  would  rather  recommend  the  Airport 
contemiplate  a  new  plan  incorporating  our  present  facilities. 

The  above  comments  are  respectfully  submitted  for  your  considera- 
tion and  understanding.     Thank  you. 

Very  truly  yours, 

JAPAN  AIRLINES  COMPANY,  LTD. 

 ■  K  i  yush  i^rch  I  KaWa 

Station  Manager 
San  Francisco  Airport 


I 

FM/t 
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RESPONSE  TO  JAPAN  AIRLINES 


Japan  Airlines  comments  are  accepted  as  input  for  the  programming 
and  design  of  the  International  Terminal  and  the  Plot  50  cargo 
area. 

As  previously  stated,  all  planning  efforts  to  this  date  indicate 
that  the  removal  of  the  J.A.L.  cargo  facility  on  Plot  50  is 
necessary  to  maximize  development  of  this  area  in  satisfying  the 
demand  for  all  cargo  airlines  operating  at  SFIA.  If  this  occurs, 
equitable  compensation  and  replacement  facilities  will  be  made 
available  to  J.A.L.  The  Airport  will  continue  to  work  with  J.A.L. 
on  alternate  plans  for  Plot  50  that  would  allow  development  of 
cargo  facilities  for  other  airlines  but  would  avoid  demolishing  the 
existing  J.A.L.  cargo  building. 
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NOFTTHWEST 

NORTHWCST  AMJNE9.  HC.  •  WORLD  HEAOGHJA^TSnS  •  2700  UME  OAK  MnKVWr  *  GAOAN.  MtWNPW 


MAIUNO  AOOneSS:  MiNNEAPOUS/rr  PAUU  INTCRNJSnONAL  AWPOm 
«T.  ntUU  MINNE80>0^  S9111  •  USA 


Ajguet  18,  1989 


Mr.  Lou  Tuzpen 
Aixport  Director 

SAN  n^ANCZSOD  Ttnm^KTlOt^  AIRPORT 
P.  O.  Box  8097 

San  Trecncisoo,  California  94128 
Dear  Mr.  Turpen: 

Northwest  Airlines  sufcodts  tha  follcviDg  oonsnents  to  Working  Paper  c  of  tha 
draft  Master  Plan  for  San  Tr^ricisco  mteznational  Aiipocct. 

1.  mtematiCTial  Terminal 

Northwest  supports  the  most  recent  Aixport  prcpoeal  for  a  new 
International  Temdnal,  Boarding  Area  G,  renovated  Boarding 
Areas  A  and  B  and  a  single  FIS  facility.  Ihe  existing 
International  Terminal  isisatisfactorily  aooocnodates  1989 
international  traffic  and  fvxture  grc^^  vould  be  s^sded. 
Leasehold  adjustsnents  vould  need  to  be  made  that  allow  the 
directly  adjacent  operation  of  inteocnational  flights  and 
domestic  flints  of  siffected  carriers. 

KQrthwest*s  support  of  the  rmr  International  Terminal  is 
oono^:1:ual  and  requiring  more  dtvelcped  analysis. 
SpeciJrically,  the  iitpact  on  rates  and  charges  and  development 
of  an  aco^table  \ase  plan  is  necessary.  Ihe  final  draft  xoast 
address  these  issues. 

2.  automated  People  Mover 

A  closer  examinaticxi  as  to  need  is  reguired.  These  systems  are 
extraordinarily  eaqpensiva  with  minimal  ridersliip.  The 
es^erience  at  DEW  arid  forecasts  for  OStD  indicate  the  ccrplexicn 
of  today's  airline  iMsiness  do  not  smp^t.  these  types  of 
facilities. 

3.  caroo  Facilities 

The  developnent  of  the  West  Oeurgo  Facility  ocnplex  should  not 
intervene  In  Plot  9  vdiere  the  existing  cargo  Building  #6  is 
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Mr.  Lou  7\3xpen 
August  18,  1989 


located.  Plot  9  acxxiranodates  2  *-  747  freighters  end  leaves 
rcctn  for  a  cargo  facility  e3^>andable  ftan  the  existing  80,000 
square  feet.  A  snaller  sized  parcel  will  not  acoccanodate  the 
existing  ftei^^ter-'t^pe  and  top^f f  operation. 

Your  oonsideratic^  of  these  connents  is  appreciated.  Kpithwest  locto  forward 
to  a  Master  Flan  that  addresses  the  responsible  growth  of  the  Airport 
including  the  fair  apportionment  of  facilities  to  the  Airport  users. 

Sinoerely, 

Daniel  K.  DeBord 

Pegional  Manager,  Properties 

612/726-3585 


cc:   R.  J.  Thome 
G.  P.  Kaus 
R.  M.  Ozones 
B.  Barthman 
D.  B^hrends/A5640 


le0815-6 
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RESPONSE  TO  NORTHWEST  AIRLINES 


1.  International  Terminal 

Detail  programming  and  design  of  the  International  Terminal 
or  any  other  proposed  facility  in  the  Master  Plan  is  not  under  the 
scope  of  the  Master  Plan.  Facility  design,  space  allocation, 
operational  systems  and  financing  issues  (including  rates  and 
charges)  related  to  the  proposed  International  Terminal  development 
will  be  addressed  through  the  International  Terminal  Steering 
Committee . 

2.  Automated  People  Mover  System 

Understanding  the  concept  of  airport  access  as  presented  by 
the  Master  Plan,  the  proposed  People  Mover  System  is  not  a  nicety 
or  convenience,  it's  a  necessity.  The  People  Mover  System  in 
conjunction  with  the  Ground  Transportation  Center  will  remove 
substantial  traffic  demand  off  the  existing  loop  roadway.  This  is 
necessary  to  handle  the  increase  in  passenger  traffic  corresponding 
to  the  forecast  passenger  levels.  Without  the  Transportation 
Center  and  People  Mover  System,  the  existing  loop  roadway  system 
could  not  handle  future  traffic  demands.  Grid  lock  would  occur, 
and  there  would  be  insufficient  terminal  curbside  space  for 
passenger     drop-off     and     pick-up.  It     will     also  provide 

transportation  for  Airport  employees  to  primary  employment  areas 
on  the  Airport.     Comparison  with  DFW  and  CRD  is  inappropriate. 

3 .  Cargo  Facilities 

The  plan  does  not  anticipate  impacting  Northwest's  cargo 
facility  on  Plot  9A  nor  the  supporting  ramp.  However,  it  will 
replace  the  existing  cargo  facilities  on  Plot  9  and  8S  as 
indicated.  Your  comments  are  accepted  as  input  into  the 
programming  and  design  of  the  West  Cargo  Facilities. 
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•RAN  AM. 


Pan  Affl«rtctn  World  Alrwayi 

John  F.  Ktnntdy  lnttrn«tion«i  Airpen 

Jtmtica,  Niw  Yon  114W 


August  17,  1989 


Mr.  John  Costas 

Airports  Commission 

City  of  San  Francisco 

San  Francisco  Intsrnational  Airport 

San  Francisco,  California  94128 

Re:      Pan  Am's  Comments  on  Working  Paper  "C" 

Dear  John: 

Set  forth  below  are  Pan  Am's  comments  on  working  paper  "C?  as 
modified  at  the  August  3,  1389  meeting,  in  which  SFIA  unveiled  a 
plan  to  considerably  modify  the  schedule  in  existing  working  paper 
"C".  Essentially,  this  modification  encompassed  the  acceleration 
of  construction  of  Concourses  A,  B,  and  G.  We  were  informed  that 
such  an  acceleration  into  the  short  term  period  of  1993-94  would 
not  increase  the  cost  of  the  program  and,  in  fact,  may  decrease  the 
cost.  No  estimated  rates/charges  were  provided  and  8FIA  declined 
to  officially  amend  working  paper  "C"  to  incorporate  the 
modification. 

More  importantly,  neither  working  paper  "C"  nor  the  modified  plan 
specifically  addressed  the  issues  related  to  Pan  Am's  leaeeholds 
with  the  exception  that  a  maintenance  facility  is  proposed  in  the 
east  field  area. 

It  is  extremely  difficult  for  us  to  weigh  the  merite  of  working 
paper  "C",  even  as  modified,  in  light  of  the  absense  of  information 
concerning  our  leaeeholds.  Further,  the  expressed  need  for  8F0 
expansion  must  be  viewed  in  perspective  of  runway  additions 
(environmental  approvals  associated  therewith)  which  are  not 
seriously  addressed  in  the  paper  and  the  tremendous  costs  of  this 
program.  Accordingly,  Pan  Am  has  little  alternative  at  this  stage 
but  to  object  to  the  adoption  of  any  p'!an  which  Jeopardizes  its 
leaseholds  without  further  agreement  with  SFIA  and  information. 
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We  do  believe,  however,  that  we  can  make  several  eomrnents  addreaeed 
to  specific  Information  in  "C"  as  modified: 

1.  We  have  been  aeked  whether  we  support  the  accelerated  or  more 
long  term  solution.  Only  the  more  lengthy  method  has  besn 
described  in  any  detail  working  in  working  paper  "C".  Our  initial 
reaction  is  that  any  accelerated  program  ("fast  track")  would 
involve  greater  cost.  Specific  written  cost  comparisons  would  be 
immensely  helpful  and  we  believe  all  parties  should  have  the 
opportunity  to  review  these  projected  costs  before  making  a 
commitment. 

2.  We  ask  that  the  City  further  evaluate  passenger  projections  in 
view  of  the  recently  announced  departure  of  Cathay  Pacific,  and 
decisions  of  at  least  one  other  carrier  to  focus  their  attention 
on  LAX  rather  than  SFO.  All  parties  need  to  verify  that  the 
projections  on  which  this  significant  expansion  is  bassd,  are 
valid.  Twenty  six  widebodied  747/400  gates  for  International 
flights  may  be  excessive  when  compared  with  the  ten  pressnt 
International  gates,  bearing  in  mind  current  runway  capacity 
(especially  when  ILS  restrictions  apply). 

3.  Ths  concept  of  common  use  gates  has  been  raieed,  as  opposed  to 
leasehold  gates.  Pan  Am 'a  leasehold  rights  extend  for  the  next  22 
years.  Our  concern  is  that,  at  a  minimum,  those  same  rights  for 
the  same  number  of  gates,  must  exist  in  any  new  location. 
Separately,  however,  we  will  prepare  a  summary  of  all  of  the 
critical  aspects  of  our  leaseholds  and  present  it  to  8FIA  for 
review.  We  would  appreciate  it  if  8FIA  would  respond  to  us  as  soon 
as  possible,  informing  us  as  to  how  each  aspect  eo  eummarized  will 
be  addressed  in  the  current  plan.  After  we  have  evaluated  the  8FIA 
response,  we  will  complete  our  comments  on  working  pspsr  "C. 
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4.  United '8  "white  paper"  had  raieed  the  lesue  of  a  a ingle  veraue 
dual  FZS.  This  deserves  further  study.  United  claims  a  potential 
saving  of  over  half  a  billion  dollars,  should  the  dual  FZS  proposal 
be  adopted.  While  we  have  some  concerns  about  a  dual  FZS  facility, 
a  fifteen  year  projection  of  rental  rates  and  landing  fees,  and  a 
comparison  between  the  City  and  United  proposals  would  appear 
warranted. 

Sincerely,    C    \  — \ 


Peter.  H.  DugPV**-*"-^^ 
Managing  Director 
Corporate  Real  Estate 
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RESPONSE  TO  PAN  AM 


GENERAL 

The  change  in  general  phasing  (near  term  vs.  long  term)  of  terminal 
projects  as  depicted  in  Working  Paper  'C  will  be  indicated  by 
addendum  to  Working  Paper  'C.  Appropriately,  after  receiving  all 
comments,  this  will  be  the  first  opportunity  to  amend  Working  Paper 
•C  . 

The  plan  addresses  replacement  facilities,  in  general,  for  those 
airlines  displaced  by  proposed  development.  Specific  locations  and 
terms  are  not  part  of  the  plan's  scope,  however  in  response  to  Pan 
Am's  concern,  the  Airport  has  made  a  proposal  for  relocation  of  Pan 
Am's  support  facilities  that  is  identified  in  Appendix  'B', 
"Facility  Changes  to  Near  Term  Master  Plan". 

In  regard  to  Pan  Am's  comment  on  the  need  for  runway  additions 
please  refer  to  Appendix  'A',  "Airfield  Capacity  and  Improvements". 

SPECIFIC 

1.  As  Pan  Am  is  represented  on  the  International  Terminal 
Schedule  and  Relocations  Subcommittee,  the  information  requested 
will  be  provided.  Since  the  committee  will  recommend  the  best  way 
to  approach  the  proposed  development.  Pan  Am  will  have  a  voice  in 
that  recommendation. 

2.  The  request  to  further  evaluate  international  traffic 
projections  based  on  Cathay  Pacific's  departure  is  without  merit. 
Cathay  Pacific's  operations  in  F/Y  88-89  represented  only  4.5%  of 
the  total  international  traffic  at  SFIA.  Cathay's  departure  from 
SFIA  was  based  on  corporate  decisions  in  pursuit  of  a  different 
market  and  operational  strategy  for  the  airline  in  serving  the 
Pacific  Rim.  It  emphatically  was  not  based  on  a  lack  of  traffic 
or  demand  at  SFIA  as  the  annual  international  traffic  statistics 
for  SFIA  have  continued  to  show  strong  growth  and  Cathay's  nominal 
market  share  has  been  immediately  absorbed  by  other  international 
carriers. 

3.  The  Airport  remains  willing  to  discuss  Pan  Am's  leasehold 
rights  and  to  negotiate  a  mutually  acceptable  settlement.  As  Pan 
Am  knows,  that  process  is  now  ongoing. 

4.  See  Response  to  United  Airlines.  As  stated  in  Working  Paper 
•C,  a  Rates  and  Changes  analysis  to  implement  the  plan  will  be 
prepared  at  a  later  date  and  submitted  to  the  airlines  under 
separate  cover.  As  a  reminder,  the  airlines'  current  contribution 
for  capital  projects  is  only  about  26%  of  project  costs. 
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SOUTHWEST  AIRLINES  CO. 


SOUTHWEST 


P.O.  Box  3761 1 
Love  Field 

Dallas.  Texas  75235-1625 
(214)902-1100 


August  15.  1989 


Mr.  Lewis  A.  Turpen 

Director  of  Airports 

San  Francisco  International  Airport 

San  Francisco.  CA  94128 


Dear  Mr.  Turpen: 

As  a  carrier  who  will  be  dramatically  impacted  by  the  implementation  of  the  proposed  Master 
Plan,  we  have  taken  a  great  deal  of  interest  in  Working  Paper  "C".  and  have  listened  intently  to 
the  proposals  regarding  implementation  of  the  Master  Plan.  Even  though  the  proposed 
construction  will  necessitate  yet  another  move  for  Southwest  Airlines,  the  Master  Plan  itself 
outlines  a  bold  and  ambitious  plan  which  will  benefit  the  citizens  of  San  Francisco,  and  enhance 
San  Francisco's  international  reputation  as  one  of  the  world's  premier  airports.  We,  at 
Southwest  Airlines,  will  support  you  in  your  efforts. 

Three  shortcomings  of  Working  Paper  "C  give  us  concem,  and  we  hope  that  these  areas  can  be 
satisfactorily  reconciled  prior  to  completion  of  the  Master  Plan.  First,  the  Working  Paper  does 
not  adequately  address  the  need  for  additional  domestic  capacity  now  through  the  end  of  the 
planning  period.  While  the  Working  Paper  indicates  that  DMJM  did  in  fact  survey  the  tenants, 
there  may  be  some  shortcomings  in  this  process.  For  instance.  Southwest  Airlines  currently 
operates  off  of  one  gate,  yet  our  short  term  requirement  is  for  three  narrow  body  gates,  and  long 
term  (1995)  requirement  is  for  five  gates.  1  realize  that  the  specific  gate  counts  are  not  yet 
solid,  but  it  appears  that  the  expansion  proposed  by  Working  Paper  "C  would  only  protect 
existing  domestic  operations  and  would  not  allow  for  any  type  of  substantial  domestic  growth. 

As  with  any  ambitious  construction  project,  we  have  great  concerns  over  the  phasing  of 
construction.  Some  interesting  scenarios  have  been  presented  such  as  the  accelerated  'B' 
Concourse  expansion,  and  simultaneous  construction  of  Concourses  A  and  G.  but  these  have  not 
been  developed  to  a  point  where  serious  evaluation  of  their  merits  can  be  conducted.  However, 
we  believe  that  a  prudent  phased-in  approach  can  be  resolved  which  will  protect  existing 
airline  operations  and  allow  for  an  accelerated  construction  of  the  new  international  terminal. 
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Costs  are  our  constant  concern  as  the  premier  low  fare  carrier  in  the  country.  Several 
versions  of  development  costs  are  being  tossed  around  at  this  time,  but  we  believe  the  budgetary 
development  costs  in  Section  1 1  of  Working  Paper  "C"  to  be  as  accurate  a  picture  of  costs  as  can 
be  constructed  at  this  time.  At  the  earliest  possible  time,  we  wish  to  receive  a  pro  forma 
.  from  Aviation  staff  which  relates  the  costs  associated  with  Working  Paper  "C"  to  rates,  fees  and 
charges. 

Very  seldom  does  an  airport  have  the  opportunity  to  undertake  a  project  of  this  scope  and 
magnitude.  We  believe  the  creation  of  a  single  FIS  facility,  the  creation  of  the  automated  people 
mover  system,  the  relocation  and  consolidation  of  maintenance  and  air  freight  facilities,  and  the 
roadway  and  parking  improvements,  to  be  beneficial  and  advisable  for  the  airport.  We  would 
appreciate  an  immediate  look  at  the  domestic  capacity  issue  in  the  short  and  the  bng  term,  and 
would  also  appreciate  receiving  more  fully  developed  phasing  and  cost  information  at  the 
appropriate  time. 


Sincerely, 


Bob  Montgomery^^- 
Director  of  Properties 


BM/bp 
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RESPONSE  TO  SOUTHWEST  AIRLINES 


The  Master  Plan  forecasts  and  proposes  an  increase  of  23  aircraft 
gates  through  the  study  period  (from  80  to  103  gates) .  This 
forecast  was  based  in  part  upon  airline  surveys,  forecast 
operations,  increased  gate  utilization  and  load  factors,  and  future 
aircraft  mix.  Please  refer  to  Section  7  and  8  of  the  Master  Plan 
for  details.  By  analysis  and  documentation,  the  Plan  adequately 
addresses  additional  domestic  capacity.  The  Plan  does  not  commit 
nor  allocate  additional  gates  to  any  particular  carrier  -  it 
satisfies  the  aggregate  demand  at  the  most  logical  and  feasible 
locations  within  the  terminal  complex.  Specific  gate  allocations 
will  be  addressed  at  meetings  with  the  airlines  by  the  Airports 
Director  and  staff. 

The  Airport  agrees  with  Southwest  on  pursuing  a  phased  approach  for 
development.  Our  objective  is  to  define  the  most  efficient 
schedule  that  will  satisfy  facility  development  when  needed,  and 
minimize  airline  operational  impacts,  passenger  inconvenience,  and 
costs. 

The  Airport  will  present  to  the  airlines,  under  separate  cover,  a 
rates  and  charges  schedule  related  to  the  proposed  projects  in  the 
Master  Plan. 
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7001  \^\OnLD  WAY  W[ST^  LOS  AXGELES  CALIIORNIA.  USA.  9000!) 


August  14,  1989 


Mr.  John  Costas 

Deputy  Director  of  Airports 

P.  0.  Box  8097 

San  Francisco  International  Airport 
San  Francisco,  CA  94128 

SUBJECT:    Working  Paper  "C" 

Airport  Draft  Master  Plan 

Dear  John: 

Following  are  TWA's  comments  with  respect  to  the  above  subject. 

We  are  pleased  to  support  the  decision  under  Working  Paper  "C"  to  plan 
for  General  Aviation  landside  facilities  at  a  site  location  on  San 
Francisco  International  Airport  (SFIA)  other  than  adjacent  to  Taxiways 
A  and  B  at  Runway  IL  and  2R.    As  you  know,  part  of  that  earlier 
proposed  site,  extending  along  the  public,  airport  road  paralleling 
iBayshore  Freeway,  we  consider  viable  and  vital  for  airline  landside 
facilities  such  as  top-off  cargo  servicing  TWA  and  other  airlines' 
gates  in  terminal  Boarding  Areas  "A",  "B"  and  "C". 

However,  the  "Recommended  Master  Plan"  under  Working  Paper  "C" 
apparently  projects  no  landside  facility  uses  at  all  now  —  airline  or 
otherwise  —  for  the  site  in  question  commencing  in  the  Long  Term 
period.    The  reason  seems  connected  with  a  proposed  re-orientation  and 
expansion  of  Boarding  Area  "B",  requiring  realignment  of  Taxiways  A  and 
B    in  about  the  year  2006. 

Three  alternative  concepts  developed  in  Working  Plan  "C"  by  your 
consultant  did  permit  use  of  the  site  for  landside  facilities.  But 
late  program  modifications  were  incorporated  to  produce  the  Recommended 
plan.    Because  we  believe  the  site  to  be  so  important,  we  strongly  urge 
that  program  modifications  making  the  site  useless  for  landside 
facilities  be  rejected  in  favor  of  alternate  ways  of  satisfying 
forecast  demands  at  SFIA,  John.     In  our  earlier  letter  regarding 
Working  Paper  "B"  we  stated  our  concern  about  forcing  all  top-off  cargo 
facilities  to  operate  off  to  one  side  of  the  terminal  complex.  There 
still  is  no  evidence  that  all  vehicular  circulation,  for  example,  will 
be  possible  without  undue  problems  if  top-off  plus  other  facilities 
servicing  all  terminal  Boarding  Areas  are  physically  located  to  one 
side  of  the  terminal. 
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With  respect  to  program  modifications,  including  the  original  proposals 
as  well,  we  think  it  only  prudent  to  reserve  comment  about  the  good 
judgement  of  the  Master  Plan  until  receipt  of  the  analysis  of  rates  and 
charges  mentioned  in  Working  Paper  "C".    Adoption  of  a  Master  Plan 
after  all  cannot  ignore  cost  impact  if  less  costly  ways  might 
reasonably  satisfy  forecast  demand  at  SFIA. 

Very  truly  yours. 


JdJur  W.  Westad 
Regional  Director 
Properties  &  Facilities 

JWW: jrc 

cc:    L.  A.  Turpen 
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RESPONSE  TO  TWA 


The  landside  uses  for  Plots  3,  3a,  3b,  3c  are  primarily  for  taxiway 
realignment  and  remote  aircraft  hardstands.  Discussions  between 
the  Airport  and  TWA  have  led  to  a  tentative  agreement  for  a  down- 
scaled  replacement  TWA  maintenance/cargo  facility  in  the  same  area 
as  the  existing  facility.  The  scope,  placement  and  facility 
envelope  is  subject  to  further  discussion.  However,  to  reflect 
this  agreement,  TWA's  replacement/modified  facilities  are 
conceptually  shown  on  Plot  3  in  Appendix  'B',  "Facility  Changes  to 
Near  Term  Master  Plan" . 
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UniTED  AIRLinES 

August  18,  1989 

Executive  Offices 

VIA  EXPRESS  MAIL 

Mr.  John  Costas 
Assistant  Administrator 

and  Chief  Project  Manager 
Planning  &  Construction 
San  Francisco  Int'l.  Airport 
San  Francisco,  CA  94128 

Re:    Airport  Master  Plan 
Worfcing  Paper  "C" 

Dear  John: 

In  response  to  the  Airport's  July  3,   1989  distribution  of 
Working  Paper  "C"  and  request  for  comments.  United  herewith 
submits  its  comments  on  the  Airport's  latest  version  of  its 
Draft  Master  Plan. 

1.  United  is  resubmitting  its  October  28,  1988  comments  on 
Working  Paper  "B"   (Attachment  I) .     In  our  review  of 
Working  Paper  "C",  it  was  difficult  to  determine 
whether  the  Airport  had  received  and  reviewed  those 
Working  Paper  "B"  comments.     We  are  especially 
concerned  about  the  lack  of  further  planning 
developments  regarding  the  airfield  area,  replacement 
sites  for  United 's  support  facilities  and  alternative 
locations  for  rent-a-car  and  other  ground 
transportation  facilities,  all  very  serious  issues 
raised  in  our  prior  responses. 

2.  United  hereby  formally  submits  its  previously 
distributed  analysis,  dated  July  21,  1989,  of  single 
vs.  dual  FIS  concepts  for  international  terminal 
expansion  (Attachment  II) .     We  are  further  hereby 
requesting  the  City,  if  it  does  not  agree  with  the 
conclusions  of  that  analysis,  to  provide,  in  writing,  a 
critical  review  of  those  conclusions  for  further 
evaluation  of  the  single  vs.  dual  FIS  issue  by  all 
parties  interested  in  that  element  of  the  planning 
process.     The  development  of  Concourse  "G"  as  an 
international/domestic  concourse,  with  its  own  separate 
FIS  facility,  is  an  option  which  meets  all  the  planning 
criteria  for  international  facilities  outlined  by  the 
City  in  Working  Paper  "C"  and  which  deserves  further 
serious  consideration. 


P.O.  Box  66100,  Chicago.  Illinois  60666  •  Location:  Elk  Grove  Township.  Illinois,  on  Route  62.  one-hall  mile  west  ol  Route  83 
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3.      Outlined  in  the  final  attachment  hereto  are  United 's 
further  comments  on  the  Draft  Master  Plan  and,  in 
particular.  Working  Paper  "C"  (Attachment  III) . 

The  Airport  has  continually  expressed  its  desire  to  receive 
constructive  input  to  the  Master  Plan  process  from  Airport 
users  and  providers  of  services.     Despite  such  input,  there 
appears  to  be  little  progress  towards  reconciling  the 
differing  viewpoints  as  expressed  by  others,  including 
United.     The  strict  pursuit  of  the  Airport's  own  agenda  is 
not  a  basis  for  development  of  an  agreed  upon,  comprehensive 
plan,  resulting  in  the  best  of  all  available  planning 
alternatives.     It  is  United 's  sincere  hope  that,  in 
transforming  Working  Paper  "C"  into  the  final  Master  Plan, 
the  Airport  will  give  appropriate  consideration  to  the  many 
issues  that  have  thus  far  not  been  fully  addressed  in  its 
preliminary  planning  efforts. 


Sincerely, 


Paul  J.  Van  Wert,  Jr. 
Sr.  Staff  Representative 
Airport  Affairs 


PVW: jg 
Attachments 


cc:     Louis  A.  Turpen 

Director  of  Airports 
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uniTGD  AiRLines 

October  28,  1988 


Mr.  John  Costas 
Assistant  Administrator 
and  Chief  Project  Manager 
Planning  &  Construction 
San  Francisco  Int'l.  Airport 
San  Francisco,  CA  94128 

Re:    Airport  Master  Flan 
Working  Paper  "B" 

Dear  John: 

First,  I  want  to  take  this  opportunity  to  again  thank  your 
office  and  the  Director  of  Airports  for  giving  the  airlines, 
including  United,  an  additional  thirty  days  to  review  and 
prepare  comments  on  Working  Paper  "B"  of  the  Airport  Master 
Plan.     This  additional  time  has  been  very  useful  in  helping 
United  prepare  meaningful  input  to  the  City's  planning 
process.     Transitioning  from  the  City's  successful  comple- 
tion of  the  M&R  Program  to  the  next  long-term  phase  of 
development  at  San  Francisco  International  Airport  is 
clearly  an  important,  complex  and  critical  planning  effort 
•which  deserves  the  most  extensive  evaluation. 

Although  our  detailed  comments  on  Working  Paper  "B"  are  set 
forth  in  Attachment  "A"  hereto,  I  want  to  highlight,  up 
front,  some  of  United 's  concerns  about  certain  development 
concepts  proposed  in  Working  Paper  "B". 

1.  United  opposes  the  proposed  construction  of  a  Rental 
Car/Transportation  Center  and  associated  roadways  in 
between  and  adjacent  to  t^e  Terminal  Area  entrance 
roadway  and  surrounding  aircraft  apron  areas.  We 
believe  that  such  a  facility  in  that  location  would 
create  unmanageable  congestion  in  the  core  of  the 
Terminal  Area  and  further,  that  this  land  should  be 
reserved  for  possible  future  passenger  terminal  devel- 
opment and  expansion  of  ground  access  capabilities. 
Near  term  planning  for  roadways,  peoplemover  systems, 
and  rental  car  and  parking  facilities  should  be  based, 
instead,  on  the  expedited  development  and  use  of  the 
West  of  Bayshore  property. 

2.  One  of  the  m6st  critical  needs  in  terms  of  capacity  at 
SFIA  has  to  do  with  the  handling  of  international 
flights  and  international  passengers.     The  proposed 
incorporation  of  Boarding  Area  "E"  as  an  adjunct  to  the 
International  Terminal  will  not  meet  those  needs. 


P.O.  Box  66100.  Chicago.  Illinois  60666  •  Location:  Elk  Grove  Township.  Illinois,  on  Route  62.  one-half  mile  west  ol  Route  83 
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either  in  terms  of  capacity  or  convenience.  The 
potential  of  SFIA  as  a  Pacific  gateway* has  only  begun 
to  be  realized  and  a  planning  solution  which  recognizes 
that  potential  is  required.    United  has  developed 
specific  proposals  in  this  regard,  which  will  be 
presented  to  you  in  detail  as  a  separate  and  additional 
response  to  your  request  for  comments. 

There  are  other  important  planning  issues  which  are  simply 
not  addressed  in  Working  Paper  "B",  and  which.  United  feels, 
must  be  addressed  in  finalizing  the  new  Airport  Master  Plan. 

1.  As  noted  above,  the  West  of  Bayshore  property  is  too 
important  to  the  solving  of  near-term  land  use  problems 
not  to  be  included  as  an  integral  part  of  the  proposed 
near-term  solutions.     To  do  otherwise  can  lead  to 
costly  and  irreversible  mistakes  in  the  development  of 
Airport  property. 

2.  Airport  Support  Area  land  use  planning,  throughout  the 
Airport,  is  being  based  on  available  land  created  by 
existing  runway  and  taxiway  configurations  and  existing. 
Airport  boundaries.     Although  updated  Airfield  Area 
planning  may  not  be  included  as  part  of  the  current 
Airport  Master  Plan  process,  sufficient  evaluation  of 
possible  future  changes  to  the  Airfield  Area  should  be 
made,  concurrently,  to  insure  compatibility  of  such 
possible  changes  with  other  aspects  of  the  Plan. 
Attachment  "A"  hereto  includes  a  reminder  of  the  FAA 
Task  Force  recommendations  to  deal  with  Airfield  Area 
capacity  constraints.     These  constraints  must  be  dealt 
with  on  a  timely  basis,  consistent  with  other  Airport^ 
expansion. 

Finally,  the  construction  of  Concourse  "G"  and  associated 
ramp  and  taxiways  will  have  a  direct  and  very  significant 
impact  on  United 's  support  facilities  at  SFIA,  including 
hangar,  flight  kitchen,  stores,  overnight  aircraft  parking, 
employee  parking  and  ground  equipment  maintenance  facili- 
ties.    All  of  these  facilities  will  have  to  be  relocated, 
replaced  and  operational  before  proposed  Concourse  "G" 
development  can  begin.     Highlighted  on  Attachment  "A-1"  are 
the  locations  United  envisions  for  these  replacement  facili- 
ties, all  of  which  we  believe  are  consistent  with  the  City's 
land  use  planning' as  set  forth  in  Working  Paper  "B".  United 
will  require  long-term  site  leases  on  these  areas  in  addi- 
tion to  the  renewal  of  our  Plot  5  and  Plot  6  land  leases, 
and  the  cooperation  and  assistance  of  the  City  in  relocating 
our  support  facilities,  if  we  are  going  to  be  able  to  lend 
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our  full  support  to  the  new  development  programs  as  ulti- 
mately defined  in  the  Airport  Master  Plan. 

United  appreciates  this  opportunity  to  participate  in  the 
Airport  Master  Plan  process  and  hopes  you  will  find  the 
following  detailed  comments,  constructive  and  worthwhile.  We 
will  be  contacting  the  City  shortly  with  respect  to  our 
specific  proposals  on  the  future  of  international  operations 
at  San  Francisco  International  Airport. 


Sincerely, 


Paul  J.  Van  Wert,  Jr. 
Sr.  Staff  Representative 
Airport  Affairs 


PVW: jg 
Attachments 


cc:     Louis  A.  Turpen 

Director  of  Airports 
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AIRPORT  MASTER  PLAN 
SAN  FRANCISCO  INTERNATIONAL  AIRPORT 
COMMENTS  ON  WORKING  PAPER  "B" 


Chapter  8.0.  Facility  Requirements.  Page  8.V 

. United 's  food  catering  operation  is  not  located  at  the 
Maintenance  Operations  Center.     United 's  flight  kitchen  is 
located  adjacent  to  United 's  Service  Center  on  Plot  4. 

Chapter  8.2.  Airfield  Capacity.  Page  8.11 

No  recoimnendations  were  made  in  Working  Paper  "B" 
regarding  solutions  to  the  airfield  capacity  constraints 
described  in  Working  Paper  "A" .     It  is  generally  agreed  that 
SFIA  needs  to  improye  its  operating  performance  under  both 
VFR  and  IFR  flight  conditions  -  a  requirement  that  is 
well-documented  in  Working  Paper  "A". 

In  1987,  the  Federal  Aviation  Administration,  in 
keeping  with  its  obligation  to  monitor  the  capabilities  of 
U.S.  airports,  guided  preparation  of  a  Bay  Area  Airports 
Task  Force  Capacity  Study.     In  this  report,  the  capacities 
and  constraints  inherent  to  the  Bay  Area  airports  are 
described  in  detail.     An  analysis  of  recommended  facility 
and  ATC  procedural  improvements  were  developed  for  each 
airport.     For  SFIA,  sixteen  improvements  were  recommended, 
seven  of  which  are  associated  with  physical  improvements  to 
the  runway/taxiway  system  (see  Attachment  "A-2") .  These 
recommendations  should  be  addressed  in  the  Airport  Master 
Plan. 

Chapter  9.0.  Terminal  Functions.  Page  9.4 

The  text  should  refer  to  the  demolition  of  United 's 
Service  Center,  not  the  Maintenance  Operations  Center. 
Also,  the  Service  Center  functions  cannot  be  integrated  into 
the  Maintenance  Operations  Center.     The  Service  Center  will 
require  relocation  (see  Attachment  "A-1") . 

Chapter  9.2.  Terminal  Areas.   Page  9.9 

(a)  Again,  United's  line  maintenance  facilities  will 
require  relocation  (see  Attachment  "A-1") . 

(b)  United  continues  to  be  concerned  regarding  North 
Terminal  roof  parking  for  the  following  reasons: 
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1.  The  North  Terminal  roof  has  a  history  of 
leaking  problems  related  to  the  thermal  expansion  it 
must  endure.     The  imposition  of  vehicle  loads  of 
varying  degrees  will  introduce  live  load  deflections 
which  are  sure  to  exacerbate  the  leaking  problems.  We 
have  been  advised  that  the  only  way  to  correct  the 
leaking  problem  is  to  apply  a  conventional  built-up 
roof. 

2.  The  spiral  ramp  access  to  the  roof  would  have 
; to  be  built  south  of  the  internal  service  road  in  order 

to  keep  all  the  roof-top  parkers  from  having  to  drive 
on  or  cross  this  secured  road.     It  appears  that  unse- 
cured access  to  the  spiral  ramp  would  require  employees 
to  circle  the  terminal  complex  on  the  lower  level 
public  roadway. 

3.  The  spiral  auto  ramp  would  conflict  with  (i) 
the  proposed  routing  of  the  Automated  Ground  Transpor- 
tation System  (ACTS) ,  and  (ii)  expansion  of  the  North 
Terminal . 

4.  Due  to  public  accessibility,  interior  eleva- 
tors and  doors  used  for  employee  roof-top  access  would 
have  to  conform  to  FAA  security  requirements  at  all 
floor  levels  of  the  North  Terminal. 

5.  Depending  on  the  eventual  location  of  the 
spiral  ramp,  all  roof-top  parkers  might  have  to  clear 
an  Airport  security  checkpoint.     Traffic  jams  could  be 
expected  at  shift  changes, 

(c)     United  opposes  the  Boarding  Area  "E"/Iriternational 
Terminal  concept  because: 

1.  Boarding  Area  "E"  can  accommodate  only  five 
B-747-400  aircraft  on  the  available  aircraft  apron. 
The  concourse  itself  is  not  designed  to  handle  this 
volume  of  passengers  ai^d  would  have  to  be  substantially 
modified,  the  feasibility  of  which  has  not  been  deter- 
mined. 

2.  Configuring  the  concourse  for  sterile  corri- 
dors leading  back  to  the  FIS  Area  on  Boarding  Area  "D" 
would  be  extremely  costly,   inefficient  and  inconve- 
nient.    A  tunnel  for  getting  Boarding  Area  "E"  passen- 
gers to  Boarding  Area  "D"  would  be  equally  costly, 
inefficient  and  inconvenient. 

3.  The  FIS  facility  on  Concourse  "D"  is  unable 
to  accommodate  present  passenger  loads  efficiently  -  2 
hour  process  times  are  not  uncommon.     The  imposition  of 
five  additional  B-747-400  passenger  loads  on  the 
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present  facility  would  create  an  intolerable  situation. 
The  feasibility  of  expanding  the  existing  FIS  has  not 
been  determined  and  seems  highly  improbable. 

4.  Passenger  flow  from  Boarding  Area  »'E"  to 
Boarding  Area  "D"  and  back  again  would  be  as  confusing 
and  intolerable  for  passengers  as  one  could  possibly 
imagine. 

5.  The  continuing  major  long-term  leasehold 
interest  of  Pan  Am  in  the  International  Terminal  and 
Boarding  Area  "D"  makes  more  effective  utilization  of 
the  facility  for  international  operations  virtually 
impossible. 

Chapter  9.2.  Rental  Car  Facilities.  Page  9.20 

The  construction  of  the  Rental  Car/Transportation 
Center  at  the  proposed  location  does  not  seem  feasible  for 
these  reasons: 

(a)  The  sites  are  adjacent  to  the  airside  of  the 
Airport,  and  should  be  reserved  for  the  possibility  of 
providing  needed  facilities  for  regional  or  commuter  carri- 
ers . 

(b)  The  parking  structures  would  be  expensive  and 
would  require  equally  expensive  access  ramps  and  overpasses. 
The  entry  road  into  the  Airport  from  the  Bayshore  Freeway  is 
relatively  short  and  will  not  lend  itself  to  the  construc- 
tion of  complex  access  and  exit  ramps  requiring  multiple 
merging  and  weaving. 

(c)  Parking  garages  are  not  well  suited  to  rental  car 
operations.     Grade  level  parking  for  the  rental  cars  is  much 
more  cost-effective  and  will  allow  the  rental  car  companies 
to  provide  a  higher  level  of  service. 

(d)  The  West  of  Bayshore  property  should  be  designat- 
ed, to  the  extent  necessary,   for  rental  car  operations. 
Quick  and  convenient  access  to  this  property  can  be  accom- 
plished by  locating  a  Bayshore  Freeway  overpass  on  portions 
of  Lots  C  and  CC  connected  to  Airport  Road  R-3 .     The  entire 
R-18,  R-20  and  R-22  road  network  on  the  north  side  of  R-1 
could  be  reworked  to  provide  high  speed  access  from  R-1  to 
the  Bayshore  Freeway  overpass.     The  road  network  on  the 
south  side  of  R-1  could  be  reworked  in  a  similar  manner. 

(e)  Future  access  to  the  West  of  Bayshore  property 
from  the  Bayshore  Freeway  could  be  deferred  until  the 
long-term  development  phase. 
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(f)  Access  between  the  Terminal  Area  and  the  West  of 
Bayshore  property  by  means  of  an  ACTS  should  be  deferred 
until  the  long-term  development  phase. 

(g)  PG&E  should  be  required  to  bury  its  high  voltage 
transmission  lines  now  transiting  the  West  of  Bayshore 
property  so  as  to  avoid  conflicting  with  the  development  of 
this  property  as  permitted  by  the  EIR. 

Chapter  9.2.  Parking.  Page  9.22 

Conversion  of  the  present  Delta  Airlines  property  to 
remote  public  parking  does  not  appear  to  be  necessary,  given 
other  options  for  accommodating  public  parking.     The  Delta 
property  includes  hangar  and  cargo  facilities  and  a  large 
aircraft  apron  area  which,  depending  on  Delta's  require- 
ments, would  have  to  be  relocated  elsewhere  on  the  Airport 
to  space  which  should  -be  reserved  for  the  required  expansion 
of  other  facilities.     It  would  appear  that  public  parking  in 
the  north  field  area  could  be  expanded  by  adding  a  parking 
deck,  as  permitted,   in  the  clear  zones  of  Runways  lOL  and 
lOR.    Also,  as  the  Plan  describes,  additional  public  parking 
in  the  West  of  Bayshore  area  will  be  available  to  provide 
further  relief  to  the  parking  problem  without  having  to 
displace  airline  facilities. 

Chapter  9.2.  Transit.  Page  9.2  2 

The  location  of  the  new  ACTS  shown  on  Figure  9.19 
indicates  a  right  of  way  along  the  facade  of  the  terminal 
building,  either  below  or  above  grade  -  the  Plan  does  not 
specify  which.     Fifteen  years  ago  when  the  North  Terminal 
and  central  garage  structure  were  planned,  the  Airport  and 
its  consultants  insisted  that  the  future  ACTS  be  located 
atop  the  garage  with  both  overhead  bridge  and  tunnel  connec- 
tions.   As  a  result,  the  garage  was  constructed  with  costly 
roof-top  cores  to  provide  elevator  and  stair  access  to  the 
ACTS  stations  adjacent  to  the  cores.     The  North  Terminal  was 
constructed  with  over-th^-road  bridges  connecting  the 
terminal  with  the  garage,  which  was  to  be  the  prototype 
bridge  to  be  incorporated  into  the  remodeled  International 
and  South  Terminals.     Although  bridges  were  not  subsequently 
constructed  to  the  remodeled  International  and  South  Termi- 
nals, the  ACTS  should  be  depicted  in  the  Airport  Master  Plan 
in  its  originally  planned  location  until  such  time  as  it  can 
be  adequately  demonstrated  that  the  original  plan  is  unwork- 
able or  that  there  are  more  cost-effective  alternatives. 

Chapter  9.2.  Vehicular  Circulation.  Page  9.25 

No  specific  plan  was  presented  to  describe  what  appears  to 
be  a  highly  complicated  arrangement  of  entry  roads  and  ramps 
to  accommodate  the  proposed  Rental  Car/Transportation 
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Center.  "If  the  rental  car  operation  were  located  on  the 
West  of  Bayshore  property,  and  the  Airport  roads  into  and 
off  of  R-IN  and  R-IS  were  reworked  as  proposed  earlier,  such 
costly  roadways  and  ramps  would  not  be  necessary. 


ATTACHMENT  A 
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ATTACHMENT  A-1 

1.  Flight  Kitchen 

2.  Employee  Parking 

3.  Aircraft  Maintenance 
RON  Parking 


ATTACHMENT  II 

COMMENTS  BY 
UNITED  AIR  LINES,  INC. 
ON 

WORKING  PAPER  "C" 
DRAFT  MASTER  PLAN 
SAN  FRANCISCO  INTERNATIONAL  AIRPORT 

[INTERNATIONAL  TERMINAL  PLAN  ONLY]* 

July  21,  1989 


*  Formal  comments  on  full  content^  of  Working  Paper  "C"  will  be 
submitted  to  City  in  writing  on  or  before  specified  response 
date  of  August  18,  1989. 
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BACKGROUND 


Working  Papers  "A"  and  »«B"  of  the  City's  Draft  Master  Plan  for 
the  San  Francisco  International  Airport  ("SFO")  were  released 
.during  the  January,  1987  -  August,  1988  timeframe.     Working  Paper 
"B"  included  the  City's  proposal  to  expand  the  existing 
International  Terminal  by  converting  domestic  gate  facilities  in 
Boarding  Area  E  into  international  gates,  and  connecting  the 
International  Terminal  to  the  North  Terminal  with  an  expanded 
Federal  Inspection  Service  ("FIS")   facility.     Boarding  Area  E 
domestic  operations  would  have  been  relocated  to  a  newly 
constructed  domestic  Boarding  Area  G. 

In  response  to  Working  Paper  "B",  United  submitted  an  alternative 
proposal  to  the  City,  recommending  construction  of  the  new 
Boarding  Area  (G)  as  a  flexible  use  international/domestic 
Boarding  Area  with  its  own  separate  FIS  facility.     Boarding  Area 
G  would  be  sized  to  accommodate  up  to  eleven  (11)  747-400 
aircraft  simultaneously  and  would  be  occupied  and  used  primarily 
by  United,  including  all  of  United's  international  operations. 

As  part  of  United's  proposal,  the  existing  International  Terminal 
and  Boarding  Area  D  would  continue  to  operate  as  the  primary 
terminal  for  all  other  international  operations,  with  expansion 
for  those  operations  being  provided  by  the  relocation  of  United's 
international  flights  to  Boarding  Area  G  and  the  relocation  of 
Pan  Am's  domestic  flights  to  the  North  or  South  Terminal. 

Other  airlines  serving  SFO  identified  issues  and  problems 
regarding  the  Working  Paper  "B"  plan  for  the  expansion  of 
International  Terminal  operations  into  Boarding  Area  E;  however, 
no  definitive  alternatives  were  proposed. 

In  June,  1989,  the  City  released  Working  Paper  "C",  the  latest 
version  of  the  SFO  Draft  Plan  which  contains  a  proposal  t^o 
demolish  Boarding  Area  A,  build  a  completely  new  International 
Terminal,  with  a  single-FIS  area,  and  convert  the  existing 
International  Terminal  and  Boarding  Area  D  to  domestic  use  only. 

The  single  element  that  should  determine  the  final  selection  of 
the  Master  Plan  to  be  adopted  by  the  City  involves  only  one 
conceptual  issue:     whether  SFO  will  have  a  single-PIS  in  a  new 
International  Terminal,  or  dual-FIS  areas  —  one  in  the  existing 
International  Terminal,  and  one  in  the  North  Terminal/Boarding 
Area  G. 
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THE  FIS  CONCEPT 


The  SFO  Master  Plan  development  has,  as  its  key  objective,  the 
creation  of  additional  international  terminal  capacity  to  meet  SFO's 
expanding  role  as  a  major  gateway  airport;     The  means  by  which  this 
capacity  can  be  created  are  many  and  varied,  involve  a  wide  range  of 
financial  impacts,  and  have  strikingly  different  effects  on  the 
ability  of  the  airport  to  function  efficiently  during  implementation 
of  the  chosen  program. 

For  each  of  the  many  possible  approaches,  however,  there  is  only  one 
primary  factor  —  the  FIS  function  —  which  will  determine  the  scope 
and  direction  of  subsequent  design  efforts.     This  function  may  be 
served  by  one  of  two  methods:  a  single  FIS  serving  all  international 
arriving  passengers,  or  FIS  areas  located  at  more  than  one  location 
within  the  terminal  complex.     The  two  development  alternatives  for  SFO 
should  be  considered  primarily  on  the  basis  of  comparative  program 
schedules,  costs  and  efficiencies  associated  with  the  single-FIS  vs. 
dual-FIS  concepts. 

With  respect  to  SFO's  current  planning  program,  the  following  factors 
are  critical  to  selection  of  the  appropriate  Master  Plan: 


•  Operational  effectiveness  -  VThat  type  of  FIS  concept  best  meets 
the  long-term  requirement  for  efficient  movement  of  aircraft  and 
passengers? 

•  Demand  satisfaction  -  Which  FIS  concept  best  accommodates  current 
and  future  demand  requirements? 


•  Construction  timing  -  What  effect  does  the  selection  of  the  FIS 
concept  have  on  the  scheduled  availability  of  additional 
international  facilities? 

•  Operational  relocation  -  How  much  disruption  in  airline 
relocation,  and  resulting  passenger  inconvenience,  is  produced  by 
each  FIS  concept? 


•    Cost  impact  -  What  is  the  total  cost  comparison  between  the  two 
FIS  concepts? 


A  comparison  of  the  pros  and  cons  of  the  single-FIS/dual-FIS  concepts 
clearly  establishes  the  cost,  scheduling  and  operational  efficiency 
advantages  of  the  dual-FIS  concept  as  a  fundamental  element  of  master 
planning  for  SFO. 
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KEY  PLANNING  ELEMENTS 


SINGLE-FIS  PLAN 


•  A  new  International  Terminal  building,  with  a  single-FIS  area, 
would  be  constructed  at  the  airport  entrance,  in  front  of  the 
central  parking  garage. 

•  The  existing  domestic  Boarding  Area  (A)  in  the  South  Terminal 
would  be  demolished  and  replaced  with  a  new  international 
Boarding  Area  (A)  containing  11  gates. 

•  A  new  international  Boarding  Area  (G) ,  containing  11  gates,  would 
be  constructed  adjacent  to  the  North  Terminal. 

•  The  new  Boarding  Areas  (A  and  G)  would  be  connected  to  a  new, 
multi-level  International  Terminal  building  that  would  be 
constructed  over  the  existing  entry  roadway. 

•  The  existing  International  Terminal  (including  Boarding  Area  D) 
would  be  converted  into  a  domestic  terminal,  requiring  the 
relocation  of  all  international  operations  to  the  new 
International  Terminal,  and  the  relocation  of  all  Boarding  Area  A 
domestic  carriers  to  a  renovated  Boarding  Area  D. 


DUAL-FIS  PLAN 


•  A  new  in4:ernational  Boarding  Area  (G) ,  containing  11  gates  and 
new  terminal  facilities,  including  a  new  FIS  area,  ticketing 
lobby  and  baggage  processing  facilities,  would  be  added  to  the 
North  Terminal. 

•  The  existing  International  Terminal  (including  Boarding  Area  D)  , 
containing  10  gates  and  an  FIS  facility,  would  be  retained  and 
upgraded  as  necessary  to  meet  present  and  future  growth 
requirements  of  international  operations. 
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KEY  COST/SCHEDULE/OPERATIONAL  CONSEOUENCFS 


SINGLE-FIS  PLAN  VS.   DUAL-FIS  PLAN 


•  Both  plans  would  satisfy  near-term  and  long-term  planning 
criteria  of  17  and  20  international  gates,  respectively,  as 
identified  in  Working  Paper  "C". 

•  Single-FIS  plan  for  new  International  Terminal  would  take  eight 
(8)  years  to  complete.     Dual-FIS  plan  could  be  accomplished  in 
four  (4)  years. 

•  Single-FIS  plan  would  require  relocation  of  more  than  twenty  (20) 
airlines  within  the  terminal  complex.     Dual-FIS  plan  would 
require  only  the  relocation  of  United 's  international  operations, 
and  Pan  Am's  domestic  operations. 

•  Single-FIS  plan  would  require  use  of  temporary  and  inadequate 
international  facilities  by  all  international  airlines  for  a 
period  of  four  (4)  years  (1993-1997) .     Dual-FIS  plan  would  have 
no  interim  relocation  phasing  and  would  not  disrupt,  during 
construction,  the  operation  of  any  airline  serving  the  Airport, 
except  United. 

»  Single-FIS  plan  would  require  demolition  of  Boarding  Area  A  and 
the  renovation  of  the  West  End  Extension  to  the  South  Terminal, 
which  was  opened  in  1985  at  a  cost  of  $70,000,000. 

•  Single-FIS  plan  would  require  two  new  Boarding  Areas  (A  and  G)  to 
be  constructed  as  3-level  facilities.     Dual-FIS  plan  would 
require  only  one  new  Boarding  Area  (G) ,  which  would  be 
constructed  as  a  conventional,  2-level  facility. 

•  Single-FIS  plan  would  require  the  complete  renovation  of  the 
existing  International  Terminal  and  Boarding  Area  D,  facilities 
which  were  either  newly  constructed,  or  renovated,  in  1983  at  a 
cost  of  $98,000,000. 

•  Dual-FIS  plan  would  not  require  demolition  or  renovation  of  any 
existing  terminal  facilities,  except  those  physically  associated 
with  the  Boarding  Area  G  construction. 

•  Additional  costs  of  single-FIS  plan  associated  with  the  numerous 
demolition/construction/relocation  projects  are  estimated  to 
total  almost  $500,000,000. 

•  Total  cost  of  single-FIS  plan  is  estimated  at  $625,000,000  vs. 
$150,000,000  for  dual-FIS  plan. 
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RELOCATION  ISSUES 


AIRPORT  TENAKT   (AIRLINES  AND  CONCESSIONAIRES^ 
CONSIDERATIONS  SUPPORTING  DUAL-FIS  PLAN 

No  need  to  relocate  or  be  involved  in  a  double  move. 

No  need  to  operate  from  temporary  and  inadtequate  facilities  for  a 
period  of  four  years. 

No  need  to  write  off  unamortized  portion  of  major  investments  by 
City  and  Airport  tenants  made  in  1983  and  1985. 

No  need  for  large  new  investments  in  relocation  costs. 

No  need  for  operational  disruptions. 

No  need  to  absorb  debt  service,  through  higher  rental  rates, 
associated  with  the  additional  $500,000,000  in  total  costs 
required  for  the  single-FIS  concept/plan. 

No  need  to  proceed  with  the  single-FIS  plan  in  order  to  achieve 
the  facilities  capacity  required  to  satisfy  terminal  expansion 
objectives. 

AIRLINE  RELOCATIONS  REQUIRED 


Single-FIS  Plan 

Air  Canada 
Air  France 

Alaska  (Int'l.  Opns.) 
British  Airways 
CAAC 

Canadian  Airlines 
Cathay  Pacific 
China  Airlines 
Hawaiian  Airline^ 
Japan  Airlines 
Lufthansa 
LTU 

Mexicana 

Northwest  (Int'l.  Opns.) 
Pan  Am 

Phillipine  Airlines 
Qantas  Airways 
Singapore  Airlines 
Southwest 

United  (Int'l.  Opns.) 
USAir 

UTA  French  Airlines 


Dual-FIS  Plan 

Pan  Am  (Domestic  Opns.) 
United  (Int'l.  Opns.) 
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COST  CONSIDERATIONS 


ADDITIONAL  COSTS  OF  6INGLE-FIS  PLAN  VS.  DUAL-PIS  PLAN 
INTERNATIONAL  TERMINAL  DEVELOPMENT  ONLY 


DEMOLITIONS 

Boarding  Area  A 

Pan  Am  Support  Facilities 


NEW  CONSTRUCTION 

-  International  Terminal 

-  International  Terminal 

(Levels  4,  5  and  6) 
Boarding  Area  A 
3rd  Level  for  Boarding  Area  G 

-  Boarding  Area  G 

-  North  Terminal  FIS 


RENOVATIONS 

Boarding  Area  D 

RELOCATIONS  (Single-FIS  Plan  only) 
Pan  Am  Support  Facilities 
Airline  Tenant  Finishes 
Concessionaire  Tenant  Finishes 


ROADWAYS 

Reduced  scope  of  entry 
roadway  project (Savings) 

PEOPLE  MOVER  SYSTEM 


SincTle-Fis  Plan 

$  1,200,000 
'  1.050.000 
$  2,250,000 


$  80,000,000 

40,000,000 
95,000,000 
15,000,000 
80,000,000 

 -0- 

$310,000,000 


$  20,000,000 


$  10,000,000 
50,000,000 
20.000.000 

$  80,000,000 


$  20,000,000 


-    Reduced  system  recfuirements (Savings)  20.000.000 

$452,250,000 


10%  Contingency 
15%  AE&I 

SUBTOTAL (Additional  Costs) 


$  45,225,000 
67.775.000 
$565,250,000 


UNDEPRECIATED  VALUE  OF  DEMOLISHED  OR  RENOVATED  ASSETS fEst.) 
25%  of  City  investment  in 

Boarding  Areas  A  &  D 
50%  of  Airline  tenant 
finish  investment  in 
Boarding  Areas  A  &  D 
-    50%  of  Concessionaire  tenant 
finish  investment  in 
Boardings  Areas  A  &  D 
SUBTOTAL  (Lost  Investment) 


$  42,000,000 

10,000,000 

10.000.000 
$  62,000,000 


TOTAL  ADDITIONAL  COSTS  OF  SINGLE     VS.   DUAL  FIS  PLAN 
(Near-Term:  Int'l.  Terminal  Only)  $627,250,000 


Dual-FIS  Pla 

$  -0- 
-0- 
_0~ 


$  -0- 

-0- 

-0- 

-0- 
80,000,00C 
30.000.00C 
$110,000,00C 


$  10,000,00( 

$  -0- 
-0- 

 -0- 

-0- 

$  -0- 

-0- 
$120, 000, 00 

$  12,000,00 

18 . OOP . 00 
$150, 000, 00 

$  -0- 
-0- 

-0- 

-0- 

$150  .000  .  0( 


Note ;  Costs  shown  above  are  derived  primarily  from  Working  Paper  "C" 
and  other  historic  project  cost  information  provided  by  City. 
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SINGLE  -  FIS 
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DUAL  -  FIS 
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ATTACHMENT  III 


AIRPORT  MASTER  PLAN 
SAN  FRANCISCO  INTERNATIONAL  AIRPORT 
COMMENTS  ON  WORKING  PAPER  C 


Introduction    1 . 0 

1.  Section  1.1  -  The  deletion  of  the  West-of-Bayshore  property 
from  the  Master  Plan  is  not  adequately  explained  in  Working 
Paper  C.  See  further  comments  under  Section  6.0. 

Executive  Summary  2.0 

1.     Section  2.3  -  The  statement  "it  is  important  to  note  that 
until  the  year  2006,  the  airfield  capacity  appears  adequate 
to  accommodate  all  of  the  scheduled  air  carrier  traffic"  can 
only  be  applied  to  the  constrained  growth  of  annual 
passengers  as  shown  in  Table  2.2  on  page  2.6.     Please  refer 
to  United 's  comments  regarding  airfield  capacity  as  stated 
in  our  response  to  Working  Paper  B. 

Inventory  of  Existing  Facilities  6.0 

1.  Figure  6.5  -  Building  57  located  between  American's  and 
United 's  Cargo  Buildings  was  omitted  from  the  key.     It  was 
likewise  omitted  from  Figure  2.2  on  page  2.5. 

2.  Section  6.2  -  In  Section  1.1  it  is  mentioned  that  the 
Federal  and  State  governments  will  require  a  "habitat 
conservation  study"  of  the  endangered  species  found  to  be 
living  on  the  West-of-Bayshore  property.     No  mention  is  made 
of  when  this  study  was  undertaken,  when  it  will  be  concluded 
and  who  has  been  commissioned  to  perform  it.     In  Section  6.2 
we  are  given  additional  information  that  previous  studies 
were  performed  which  resulted  in  recommendations  and 
guidelines  for  the  preservation  of  the  species.     If  the 
State  completed  thi^  study  why  are  they  now  requiring  yet 
another  study?    It  would  appear  that  the  Airport  has  little 
interest  in  expediting  the  availability  of  the 
West-of-Bayshore  property  but  is  focusing  instead  on  its 
plan  to  build  parking  and  elevated  roadway  structures  along 
the  Airport  entry  roadway.  " 

3.  Section  6.2  -  Vacant  parcels  near  the  San  Bruno  interchange, 
North  Field  and  East  Field  are  being  planned  for  development 
without  due  consideration  being  given  to  those  carriers 
being  displaced  from  current  leaseholds  in  the  terminal  area 
in  order  to  accommodate  the  new  construction  proposed  in 
Working  Paper  C.     In  the  case  of  United,  vital  terminal 
support  functions  are  now  located  on  these  leaseholds  which 
must  be  relocated  on  the  what  little  vacant  land  is 
available.     The  Airport's  proposed  use  of  the  Airport's 
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vacant  land  as  described  in  this  Working  Paper  C  is,  in 
general,  wholly  inadequate.     Of  particular  concern  to  United 
is  the  fact  that  our  replacement  land  needs,  fullv  described 
in  our  response  to  Working  Paper  B.  have  been  ignored  bv  the 
Airport  in  Working  Paper  C  and  remain  unaddressed. 

4 .  Section  6.4  -  The  Airport  suggests  that  studies  are  being 
conducted  to  investigate  the  possibility  of  an  alternative 
site  for  the  rental  car  facilities.     The  latest  plan  does 
not  indicate  any  consideration  was  given  to  accommodating 
the  rental  cars  other  than  in  the  costly  entry  roadway 
structures  proposed  in  Working  Paper  B,  and  again  in  Working 
Paper  C. 

5.  Section  6.5  -  The  two  schemes  presented  to  the  Airport  by 
CALTRANS  for  gaining  access  to  the  West-of-Bayshore  property 
are  inadequate  for  a  variety  of  reasons: 

Limited  Access  Alternative: 

o  Keeps  valuable  land  from  being  made  available  to  the 
Airport  Hotel  to  enable  them  to  expand  and  improve  their 
facility. 

o  Provides  access  to  the  most  unusable  portion  of  the 
West-of-Bayshore  property. 

o  Does  not  address  the  need  for  the  West-of-Bayshore 

property  to  have  direct  access  to  101  without  having  to 
enter  or  leave  via  the  already  congested  terminal  area. 

Full  Access  Alternative: 

o  Would  require  center  merges  in  the  most  congested  portion 
of  the  entry  road  system. 

o  To  access  the  West-of-Bayshore  property  from  101  it  would 
be  necessary  to  enter  the  Airport  by  the  main  entry,  get 
off  at  the  first  Airport  off  ramp  (R-26) ,  proceed  to  R-16, 
right  on  R-16  to  R2,  right  on  R-2  to  R-18,  right  again  tb 
the  Airport  exit  road  on-ramp  (R-2 2)  and  weave  across  4 
lanes  to  hit  the  West-of-Bayshore  ramp. 

A  more  viable  alternative  would  be  to  reserve  space  on  the 
southerly  edge  of  Lots  C  and  CC  for  the  bridge  over  101 
connected  to  the  existing  3  way  intersection  of  R-3,  R-2  and 
R-18  already  under  traffic  light  control.     Direct  access  to 
and  from  the  West-of-Bayshore  property  from  101  would  be 
taken  directly  off  of  101  without  first  directing  the 
traffic  into  the  already  congested  terminal  area.  There 
will  be  a  limited  need  for  direct  vehicle  access  between  the 
terminal  area  and  West-of-Bayshore  property  as  the  Airport's 
proposed  Automated  Ground  Transportation  System  (ACTS)  or 
buses  will  provide  the  principal  link. 
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6.     Section  6.5  -  Internal  Circulation.     Other  than  the  stated 
widening  of  McDonnell  Rd.   (R-3),  it  does  not  appear  that  the 
Airport  plans  any  significant  improvements  to  the  Airport 
roadway  system  to  improve  traffic  flow.  We  suggest  the 
following  areas  for  improvement: 

o  Construction  of  improved  on  and  off  ramps  between  1-380 
and  Airport  Blvd.  to  allow  as  much  dj,rect  access  as 
possible  without  traffic  light  control. 

o  Realigning  McDonnell  Rd.  south  of  the  San  Bruno 

intersection  so  as  to  pass  east  of  the  long  term  parking 
lots  and  reconnect  it  to  it's  frontage  road  configuration 
at  the  R-21  intersection.     This  would  allow  the 
construction  of  grade  separation  and  other  improvements  at 
the  now  choked  San  Bruno/South  Airport  Blvd.  intersection. 

o  The  Airport  is  not  indicating  any  improvement  in  the 
Airport  Entry  Road  interchange  with  the  main  Airport 
frontage  roads  R-2  and  R-3.     The  existing  on-off  ramps 
R-20,  R-22,  R-24  and  R-26  are  tight  radiused  unbanked 
turns  which  require  the  unnecessary  slow-down  of  traffic 
and  lead  to  back-ups  out  onto  the  main  entry  road.  Large 
trucks  headed  to  and  from  the  cargo  facilities  find  these 
turns  difficult  to  negotiate  without  slowing  to  a  crawl. 

Aviation  Forecast  7.0 

1.     This  Section  reveals  the  urgent  need  to  make  significant 
improvements  to  the  airfield  to  address  the  capacity 
constraints  defined  by  the  FAA  in  their  1987  Task  Force 
Recommendations  and  to  make  other  improvements  to  the 
Airport's  infrastructure,  many  of  which  remain  unaddressed 
in  Working  Paper  C.     Please  refer  to  United 's  comments  on 
Working  Paper  B. 

Facilitv  Recmirements  8.0 

1.  The  charts  in  this  Section  forecasting  growth  up  to  and 
beyond  50,000,000  passengers  per  year  by  2006  are^ not  likely 
to  be  achieved  unless  significant  improvements  are  made  to 
the  airfield  capacity.     Inasmuch  as  airfield  improvements 
are  not  a  part  of  Working  Paper  C,  it  appears  to  be  engaging 
in  facility  forecasting  for  passenger  levels  that  cannot  be 
achieved  unless  airfield  improvements  are  made. 

2.  Section  8.2.     The  need  to  provide  for  dual  B-747-400  taxiway 
capability  on  Taxiways  A  &  B  does  not  provide  the  clearances 
necessary  to  permit  the  retention  of  Fire  Station  No.  l  at 
its'  present  location. 

Recommended  Master  Plan  10.0 

1.     Section  10.1.     United  has  proposed  development  of  Concourse 
G  as  an  international/domestic  concourse  with  its  own 
separate  FIS  facility  (See  Attachment  II) . 


II  -  68 


New  International  Terminal: 

o  The  City's  proposed  new  international  terminal  would  be  an 
extremely  complex  building  to  design  and  construct  mainly 
because  it  has  no  direct  access  to  the  ground.  Functions 
normally  found  on  the  ground  level  of  terminals,  such  as 
outbound  baggage  make-up  and  inbound  baggage  off-loading, 
will  have  to  be  located  in  extensions^  to  the  existing 
North  and  South  Terminals.  We  note  that  there  are  no  such 
extensions  shown  in  the  Airports*  schematic  plans. 

o  The  new  terminal  is  proposed  with  the  departure  level 
displaced  to  level  three,  as  opposed  to  the  traditional 
level  two,  as  is  the  case  with  the  Airport's  other 
terminals.  This  tends  to  make  a  complicated  building  even 
more  so,  and  would  force  a  large  percentage  of  passengers 
to  make  unnecessary  level  changes . 

o  The  departure  level  requires  two  elevated  roadways  -  one 
on  either  side.     This  will  require  any  traffic  using  the 
east  side  roadway  to  circle  the  terminal  area  once  for 
access  and  once  again  to  exit,  thereby  doing  little  to 
reduce  traffic  congestion  on  the  terminal  roadways.  We 
also  doubt  that  the  east  elevated  roadway  can  even  be 
built  in  such  a  congested  area. 

Existing  North  Terminal: 

o  In  order  for  United  to  expand  it's  domestic  and 

international  operations  and  support  operations  in  new 
Concourse  G,  certain  modifications  and  expansion  of  the 
North  Terminal  will  be  necessary.     The  Airport  has  failed 
to  address  these  needs  in  Working  Paper  C.  United 
outlined  these  requirements  in  responding  to  Working 
Paper  B. 

Concourse  Functions: 

o  The  Airport  has  developed  an  overly  complicated  three 
level  concourse  plan  which  by  any  rational  analysis  has 
little  merit.  The  arrivals  level,  for  example,  is  a  vast 
area  of  some  130,000  SF  which  is  for  the  most  part  unused 
and  wasted  space.  The  only  real  function  of  this  space  is 
to  serve  as  a  sterile  corridor  between  the  aircraft  and 
the  Federal  Inspection  Services  facility.  In  that  regard 
the  space  is  grossly  oversized. 

o  Domestic  passengers  transferring  to  other  domestic  or 
international  flights,  for  whom  time  is  sometimes 
critical,  must  make  a  level  change  up  to  enter  the  new 
concourse  and  another  back  down  to  enter  the  aircraft. 

o  The  ground  level  operations  areas  are  divided  in  half  by 
the  domestic  arrivals  corridor.     This  constrains  the 
operations  areas  and  prohibits  any  under  concourse 
transfer  of  baggage  or  equipment. 
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Airline  Support: 

o  United  will  not  be  able  to  relocate  the  flight  kitchen 
being  displaced  by  Concourse  G  onto  the  northerly  portion 
of  Plot  6  as  previously  planned.     Studies  commissioned  by 
United  indicate  that  the  entire  Plot  6  site  will  be 
required  to  support  the  near  term  expansion  of  cargo 
operations  and  the  present  cargo  facility.     Plot  50A  on 
the  north  field  is  one  vacant  Airport  property  which  has 
been  identified  as  suitable  to  relocate  the  flight 
kitchen.    United  requested  the  use  of  Plot  50A  in  its 
response  to  Working  Paper  B. 

Airline  Maintenance: 

o  United  has  requested  use  of  the  undeveloped  East  Field 
area  adjacent  to  the  AA  hangar,  referred  to  as  Plot  41. 
United 's  use  of  this  plot  would  be  as  a  replacement  for 
our  overnight  and  line  maintenance  aircraft  parking,  now 
accommodated  on  Plots  4,  5  and  6.     Sharing  a  common 
facility,  such  as  that  depicted  in  Working  Paper  C  Figure 

10.5,  is  unacceptable  and  inadequate  to  meet  United 's 
requirements . 

Airfreight: 

o  United  objects  to  the  plan  to  develop  the  north  field  area 
for  Cargo/Maintenance  functions  as  depicted  in  Figure 

10.6.  The  priority  use  of  vacant  airport  land  must  go  to 
those  carriers  being  displaced  from  terminal  support 
facilities  on  leaseholds  being  given  over  to  the  Terminal 
Expansion  Program. 

Airport  Support: 

o  The  realignment  of  Taxiways  A  &  B  in  the  North  Terminal 
area,  so  as  to  accommodate  B-747-400  aircraft,  will 
require  significant  repositioning  of  these  taxiways  and 
their  clear  zones  to  the  north.     It  would  appear  that 
clearance  requirements  will  not  permit  the  retention  of 
Fire  Station  No.  1  at  its'  present  location.     Also,  the 
Fire  Department  is  known  to  position  equipment  in  front  of 
the  doors  for  cleaning,  maintenance  and  exercising  of  high 
lift  apparatus.     The  Airport  and  the  FAA  should  take  this 
into  consideration  in  defining  wingtip  clearance  zones  in 
this  vicinity. 

Commercial : 

o  The  location  of  the  Chevron  Service  Station  is  indicated 
in  the  text  to  be  on  Lot  CC.     Figure  10.3  indicates  that 
it  is  on  Lot  C.     In  any  case,  both  Lots  C  and  CC  should  be 
reserved  for  vehicle  parking  requirements. 
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Administration : 

o  Construction  of  new  airport  administrative  offices  in 
areas  involving  the  most  costly  construction  in  the  most 
congested  location  on  the  Airport  cannot  be  justified. 

Transportation: 

« 

In  discussing  the  Airport's  plan  for  a  Ground  Transportation 
Center  United  is  not  objecting  to  the  concept.     It  is  an 
idea  that  unfortunately  cannot  be  made  to  work  in  manner 
acceptable  to  the  public.     If  it  could,  it  would  already  be 
in  use  at  dozens  of  other  airports.  The  reasons  "ground 
transportation  centers"  can't  be  made  to  work  are  these: 

o  A  high  percentage  of  passengers  are  either  unable  or 
unwilling  to  lift  and  carry  their  baggage  from  a  remote 
drop-off  curb  to  a  point  of  airline  check-in.  Skycap 
assistance  would  be  required  and  would  not  be  available  at 
either  the  remote  curb  or  at  the  other  points  along  the 
way  where  baggage  would  have  to  be  handled. 

o  The  prospect  for  passengers  being  delivered  to  a  remote 
drop-off  would  be:  an  unload  operation  from  their  vehicle, 
a  walk  to  a  vertical  circulation  core,  a  level  change  up 
to  an  AGT  system  stop,  a  wait  for  the  train,  a  train  ride, 
a  stop  and  unload  operation,  a  walk  to  a  vertical 
circulation  core,  a  level  change  down  and  a  walk  to  an 
airline  check-in  point. 

o  The  passengers  today  are  dropped  off  directly  from  their 
vehicle  at  the  terminal  curbside  where  skycaps  are 
immediately  available  to  handle  and  transport  all  baggage 
and  the  check-in  of  domestic  baggage. 

o  The  briefcase  passenger  or  passengers  having  only  carry-on 
baggage  could  adapt  to  the  Transportation  Center  concept 
with  some  inconvenience.     Passengers  requiring  assistance 
with  baggage  would  find  the  concept  unusable.     Hotels  and 
other  businesses  would,  therefore,  refuse  to  deliver 
passengers  to  such  a  facility  as  it  would  be  a  disservice 
to  their  customers. 

o  The  airlines  will  be  unable  to  provide  baggage  check-in  or 
claim  service  facilities  in  the  transportation  center  due 
to  the  enormous  cost  and  degree  of  difficulty  in 
performing  this  complex  operation  in  such  a  remote 
location. 

The  two  large  parking  structures  flanking  the  Airport  entry 
road  will,  therefore,  have  no  value  as  a  "transportation 
center".     The  only  purpose  served  by  these  two  structures 
would  be  to  accommodate  the  rental  car  operations  and 
certain  short  term  parking  needs.    United  continues  to 
oppose  the  construction  of  these  structures  for  the 
following  reasons: 
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o  The  structures  will  not  be  able  to  serve  as 

"transportation  centers"  in  spite  of  the  Airport's 
planning  concept. 

o  Parking  garages  are  not  well  suited  to  rental  car 

operations.  Grade  level  parking  for  the  rental  cars  is 
much  more  cost-effective  and  will  allow  the  rental  car 
companies  to  provide  a  higher  level  of  service. 

o  The  existence  of  the  parking  structures  now  conflicts  with 
the  Airport's  attempt  to  build  a  new  International 
Terminal.    The  elevated  roadway  system  becomes  overly 
complicated  in  its'  attempt  to  serve  both  the  garages  and 
a  proposed  new  terminal.     Because  of  the  parking 
structures,  it  will  not  be  possible  to  access  any  new 
terminal  from  the  Airport  frontage  roads  R-2  &  R-3 ,  nor 
are  return-to-terminal  turnarounds  available.  Vehicle 
travel  between  the  domestic  and  international  terminals 
does  not  appear  to  be  possible  without  using  either  the 
Millbrae  or  San  Bruno  freeway  cloverleafs  as  a  turnaround. 

The  Automated  Ground  Transportation  System: 

United  agrees  that  the  development  of  an  AGT  system  is 
essential  to  the  long  term  development  of  the  Airport  to  its 
maximum  capacity.     In  that  regard,  it  does  not  appear 
prudent,  or  necessary,  to  actually  proceed  with  the 
installation  of  the  system  until  such  time  as  the  maximum 
expansion  of  the  Airport,  to  50,000,000  annual  passengers 
and  beyond,  becomes  a  technical  possibility  by  virtue  of 
eliminating  the  airfield  constraints.     Our  concerns  with  the 
AGT  system  are  these: 

o  The  proposed  international  terminal/garage  complex  is 
highly  dependent  on  the  existence  of  the  AGT  system  from 
day  one.     Due  to  the  impossible  roadway  constraints 
previously  described,  the  Airport  plan  described  into  this 
Working  Paper  C  cannot  be  implemented  without  an 
operational  AGT  system. 

o  The  Airport  now  proposed  positioning  the  AGT  system  loop 
on  the  airside  of  the  existing  terminals  as  opposed  to  the 
garage  roof  location  proposed  some  years  ago.  The 
positioning  of  the  AGT  system  on  the  roofs  of  dissimilar 
buildings  never  designed  structurally  or  otherwise  to 
accommodate  such  a  system  will,  generate  engineering 
difficulties  of  unknown  scope  and  dimension  that  may  take 
years  to  resolve,  much  less  construct.  Introducing 
passengers  into  the  rear  of  the  terminals,  when  airline 
services  are  performed  at  the  front,  is  only  one  of  the 
many  design  difficulties  to  be  overcome.     Other  concepts 
for  locating  the  AGT  system  on  the  rim  of  the  garage 
should  be  explored.     At  this  location,  independent  piers 
could  be  placed  between  the  roadway  and  the  garage  with  a 
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minimum  of  interference  that  could  support  the  AGT  system 
guideway  and  station  platforms.     Short  over-the-road 
bridges  would  connect  to  the  terminals,  thereby 
introducing  passengers  into  the  terminal  in  close 
proximity  to  where  airline  services  are  performed. 

4 

o  The  plan  to  build  a  $70  million  "interim"  AGT  system 
maintenance  facility  in  the  garage  does  not  appear 
possible.    Any  AGT  system  likely  to  be  installed  at  SFO 
will  have  large  heavy  cars  which  have  to  be  moved  on  and 
off  the  guideway  for  repair  and  maintenance.  An 
automobile  garage  structure  would  be  unadaptable  for  this 
purpose.  Other  solutions  are  required. 

The  Airport  has,  in  essence,  misunderstood  the  rationale  for 
why  AGT  systems  are  installed  at  airports.    There  are  three 
reasons:  1)  they  distribute  passengers  from  terminals  to 
remote  concourse  satellites,  i.e.,  SEA,  ATL  and  new  DEN;  2) 
they  distribute  passengers  from  remote  parking  and  rental 
car  facilities  quickly  and  efficiently  to  the  terminal  core, 
i.e,  ORD  and  DFW;  and  3)  they  can  connect  widely  separated 
terminals  at  airports,  i.e.,  ORD,  DFW,  new  JFK.     At  SFO, 
number  2  would  be  the  primary  reason  for  developing  an  AGT 
system.     AGT  systems  cannot  be  justified  to  move  airport 
patrons  a  few  hundred  feet  when  other  modes  of 
transportation  are  already  in  place  that  do  the  job. 

Parking: 

These  are  United 's  comments  relative  to  the  subject  of 
parking  in  all  its  aspects: 

o  United  continues  to  oppose  the  construction  of  the  two 
huge  garage  structures  and  associated  roadways  in  between 
and  adjacent  to  the  main  terminal  area  access  roads  for 
the  reasons  already  discussed.     The  Airport  has  stated  in 
Section  6.4  that  studies  to  investigate  the  possibility  of 
an  alternative  site  for  rental  car  facilities  were  being 
conducted.     We  hope  this  effort  is  proceeding. 

o  In  order  for  United  to  quickly  vacate  its  terminal 

leasehold,  once  the  EIR  is  approved,  we  must  be  able  to 
commence  construction  of  ground  level  parking  on  Lot  DD 
and  proceed  to  relocate  over  3,000  automobiles  off  of 
Plots  4  &  5.     If  we  wait  for  the  Airport  to  construct 
multiple  level  parking  the  program  will  be  delayed  at 
least  a  year. 
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o  United  recommends  that  the  Airport  develop  a  major  long 
term/employee  parking  structure  on  present  Lot  D,  keeping 
under  the  10/28  runway  approach  surfaces.     By  relocating 
McDonnell  Road  (R-3)  as  suggested  in  Section  6.5,  this 
structure  could  be  backed  up  closer  to  the  freeway  and 
further  from  the  runways.     The  Airport  would  proceed  with 
the  Lot  D  expansion  as  described  in  Working  Paper  C  to 
avoid  any  loss  of  long  term  parking  while  the  new 
structure  was  being  built.     If  approval  to  use  the 
close-in  West-of-Bayshore  property  is  held  up,  the  rental 
car  operation  can  be  located  temporarily  or  permanently  on 
the  ground  level  of  this  structure.     During  the  interim 
period,  until  the  AGT  system  connects  this  structure  with 
the  terminal,  buses  operating  on  the  widened  McDonnell 
Road  (R-3)  will  provide  quick  and  convenient  access  to  the 
terminal  area  in  a  manner  competitive  with  any  major 
airport. 

o  Assiiming  that  the  limited  use  of  the  West-of-Bayshore 
property  will  be  permitted  at  some  point,  the  rental  car 
function  could  then  be  repositioned  on  this  close-in 
property  with  improved  access  to  the  terminal  area  by 
roadway  and  eventually  the  AGT  system. 

o  If  improvements  were  made  to  the  Airport  on/off  ramps  to 
the  Airport  entry  road  system  linking  this  road  to 
McDonnell  Rd.    (R-3)  and  R-2 ,  the  cab/limo  staging  could  be 
moved  from  the  garage  to  Lot  C,  thus  freeing  up 
considerable  space  for  revenue  parking. 

2.  Section  10.2.     This  Section  will  have  to  be  redone  to 
reflect  revisions  in  the  near-term  plan. 

3.  Section  10.3.     The  thrust  of  United 's  objections  and  the 
intent  of  our  recommendations  regarding  parking  and  improved 
roadway  circulation  is  to  encourage  the  Airport  to  unweight 
the  central  core  area  of  the  Airport  and  disperse  traffic 
rather  than  concentrate  it  by  the  construction  of 
multi-level  parking  structures  and  elevated  roadways  into  an 
already  congested  arefe.    Working  Paper  C  reflects  all  sorts 
of  statistical  data  on  traffic  flows,  volumes  and 
predictions,  but  offers  few  solutions  in  the  handling  of 
such  traffic. 

4.  Section  10.6.     There  are  work  items,  complicated  phasing  and 
various  project  dependencies  not  shown  on  the  Figure  10.23 
chart . 

Budaetarv  Development  Costs  11.0 

1.    United  is  extremely  concerned  regarding  the  adequacy  and 

accuracy  of  many  of  the  cost  projections,  some  of  which  are 
noted  below. 
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o  The  $100  million  quoted  for  the  AGT  system  would  not  be 
sufficient  to  build  the  12  or  more  stations  required,  five 
of  them  located  in  existing  terminals  that  will  require 
extensive  remodeling  in  order  to  adapt,  much  less  provide 
for  the  construction  of  thousands  of  feet  of  guideway, 
rolling  stock,  power  distribution  and  control  systems. 

o  The  demolition  costs  for  the  removal  .of  United 's  abandoned 
facilities  are  not  assigned  a  project  cost. 

o  We  mentioned  the  possibility  that  Fire  House  No.  1  may 
have  to  be  relocated. 


II  -  75 


I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 


RESPONSE  TO  UNITED  AIRLINES 


GENERAL  RESPONSE  (August  18,  letter) 

1.  The  Airport  had  received,  reviewed  and  responded  completely  to 
United  Airlines  October  28,  1988  on  Working  Paper  »B'.  Please 
refer  to  "Response  to  Comments  and  Addendum  to  Working  Paper  'B'" 
which  was  sent  to  all  recipients  of  Working  Paper  'B',  including 
four  copies  to  United  Airlines. 

2.  United 's  dual  FIS  concept  for  the  International  Terminal  and 
recommended  plan  for  facility  development  does  not  meet  or  satisfy 
the  planning  criteria  for  the  international  facilities  and  other 
required  airport/airline  support  facilities  and  systems.  Much 
discussion  has  transpired  between  the  Airport  and  the  entire 
airline  community,  including  United,  on  the  merits  of  United' s 
analysis.  The  conclusion,  at  this  time,  and  as  evidenced  by  the 
majority  of  responses  to  Working  Paper  'C,  is  that  the  Airport's 
approach  is  the  appropriate  plan  to  pursue  and  that  United 's  plan 
is  deficient.  The  International  Terminal  Steering  Committee  was 
formed  to  identify  the  best  approach  in  developing  the  proposed 
International  Terminal  facilities  (technically,  financially, 
operationally) .  It  is  comprised  of  representatives  who  use  and 
operate  the  International  Facilities.  The  Steering  Committee  will 
specifically  address,  as  warranted  and  directed.  United 's  requests. 

3.  Responses  to  United 's  specific  comments  on  Working  Paper  'C 
follows.  Many  of  United 's  comments  are  the  same  submitted  for 
Working  Paper  'B'  which  have  already  been  responded  to. 

4.  The  Airport's  prime  objective  in  the  Master  Planning  effort  is 
to  develop  a  plan  that  will  best  serve  the  travelling  public.  In 
part,  this  is  accomplished  by  considering  all  tenants  needs  and 
requirements  and  attempting  to  satisfy  the  majority  of  those  needs 
and  requirements.  It  is  not  achieved  by  satisfying  only  the  needs 
of  one  operator  or  tenant. 

SPECIFIC  RESPONSES  (Attachment  III) 

1.1  The  deletion  of  the  West  of  Bayshore  property  is  adequately 
explained  in  the  Master  Plan,  Working  Papers  'B'  and  'C,  and  in 
the  response  documents  to  these  Working  Papers.  Response  to 
specific  questions  on  this  property  follows  in  6.2. 

2.1  The  contention  that  the  quoted  statement  on  airfield  capacity 
"can  only  be  applied  to  the  constrained  growth  of  annual 
passengers"  is  incorrect.  See  "Response  to  United  Airlines"  in 
"Response  to  Comments  on  Working  Paper  »B'",  Appendix  'A'  - 
"Airfield  Capacity  and  Improvements"  and  other  responses  in  this 
document  relating  to  airfield  capacity. 
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6.1  By  addendum  to  Working  Paper  'C  the  key  and  graphics  on 
figures  2.2  and  6.5  will  be  corrected  to  depict  Building  57  as 
"U.S.  Air  Cargo  Building"  under  "Airfreight". 

6.2  The  study  has  not  begun.  The  scope  of  work  is  being 
negotiated  between  the  Airport  and  the  U.S.  Department  of  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Service  and  the  California  Department  of  Fish  and  Game. 
The  initial  study  (Wharton  et.  al.)  was  not  complete  or 
comprehensive  enough  to  satisfy  the  Federal  and  State  agencies  for 
development  of  the  West  of  Bayshore  property.  Additionally,  new 
findings  and  knowledge  about  the  endangered  species  habitat 
prompted  Federal  and  State  agencies  to  require  the  additional 
studies  under  the  "Endangered  Species  Act".  The  studies  are 
lengthy  and  without  guarantee  of  possible  development  of  the  site. 
Therefore  the  potential  value  of  the  West  of  Bayshore  lies  in  the 
long-term  and  because  even  that  cannot  be  guaranteed,  this 
property's  value  in  the  Airport's  current  plan  to  satisfy  immediate 
needs  is  nominal. 

6.3  Due  consideration  has  been  given  to  development  of  limited 
vacant  parcels  left  on  the  Airport.  The  Plan  indicates  replacement 
airline  aircraft  maintenance  facilities  on  Plot  41  for  those 
airlines'  maintenance  facilities  that  are  displaced  and  for  future 
airline  maintenance  facilities  requirements.  During  the  course  of 
the  study,  United  Airlines  has  continually  changed  their  plans  for 
replacement  facilities.  What  United  has  identified  in  Response  to 
Working  Paper  ' B '  is  shown  in  Working  Paper  ' C ' .  Please  refer  to 
fig.  10.1  on  page  10.2,  "Near-Term  Master  Plan"  in  Working  Paper 
'C.  The  Plan  shows  the  relocation  of  United  Airline's  flight 
kitchen  and  expansion  of  United  Airline's  cargo  building  as 
submitted  to  the  Airport  in  United 's  Attachment  A-1. 

6.4  Section  6  of  the  Master  Plan  is  a  general  inventory  of 
facilities  and  plans  written  almost  two  years  ago  and  has  remained 
relatively  unchanged  in  Working  Papers  'A',  'B',  and  'C.  The 
reference  in  paragraph  6.4  regarding  an  alternative  site  study  for 
rental  car  operations  was  the  Airport's  short  term  parking  garage. 
The  site  was  determined  to  be  impractical. 

6.5  See  description  of  Section  6  in  response  to  6.4  above.  The 
Caltrans  access  alignments  mentioned  in  Section  6.5  were  based  on 
preliminary  studies  completed  in  the  early  1980 *s  and  must  be  re- 
evaluated in  conjunction  with  the  environmental  studies  for  the 
West  of  Bayshore  property.  The  Master  Plan  proposed  roadway  system 
has  been  reviewed  with  Caltrans  which  includes  consideration  for 
a  future  connection  to  the  West  of  Bayshore. 

Realigning  McDonnell  Road,  south  of  the  San  Bruno 
intersection,  as  suggested  would  require  two  access  control  points 
into  the  long-term  parking  lot.  In  addition,  the  existing  Bank  of 
America  and  Delta  Maintenance  Complex  would  require  relocation. 
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United 's  suggestions  for  roadway  improvements  are  noted 
however  they  lack  the  analytical  support  and  justification  of  the 
Plan's  improvements,  that  has  been  provided  by  the  Master  Plan 
consultant,  Traffic  subconsultant,  Airport  Landside  Operations  and 
Airport  Planning  and  Construction. 

7.1      See  response  to  2.1  above. 

8 . 1  See  response  to  2.1  above . 

8.2  The  location  of  the  structure  housing  Firehouse  #1  must  be 
verified  in  the  field  to  determine  whether  it  adequately  clears  the 
proposed  dual  B747-400  taxiway.  Since  the  staging  of  trucks  and 
equipment  occurs  at  the  south  face  of  the  building,  these 
activities  may  obstruct  the  proposed  taxiway  system.  If,  however, 
the  structure  itself  clears  the  taxiway,  it  makes  sense  to  vacate 
the  existing  Firehouse  #1  and  use  it  as  the  CFR  Support  Building. 
The  proposed  structure,  labeled  CFR  Support  Building  could  become 
the  new  Firehouse  #1.    This  will  be  studied  further. 

10. 1    New  International  Terminal /Existing  North  Terminal  Concourse 
Functions  -  See  General  Response  No.  2  above. 

Airline  Support  -  The  Airport  accepts  UAL's  studies  and  the 
need  for  the  entire  Plot  6  to  be  developed  for  UAL  cargo.  Plot  50A 
cannot  be  granted  to  United  for  a  flight  kitchen  as  it  is  much 
needed  and  planned  for  multiple  cargo  facilities.  United  did  not 
request  the  use  of  Plot  50A  in  its  Response  to  Working  Paper  'B'. 
Please  refer  to  United 's  comments  on  Working  Paper  'B',  Attachment 
A-1.  There  was  no  request  of  Plot  50A  and  the  flight  kitchen  is 
requested  to  be  relocated  on  Plot  6  which  the  Plan  has 
accommodated . 

Airline  Maintenance  -  There  are  only  approximately  90  acres 
of  land  total  on  the  Airport's  east  side  that  is  not  developed. 
Within  that  amount  of  land,  the  Airport  must  and  has  planned  for 
the  needs  and  requirements  of  all  air  carriers  on  the  Airport.  As 
land  resources  become  scarce,  greater  efficiencies  in  physical 
development  must  be  achieved  in  order  to  maximize  accommodation  of 
needs.  The  envelope  and  scope  of  facilities  on  Plot  41  are  subject 
to  further  discussion  with  all  carriers  that  will  operate  in  that 
area.  United 's  request  for  exclusive  use  of  the  entire  plot  is 
re j  ected . 

Airfreight  -  See  response  to  6.5  and  "Airline  Maintenance" 

above . 

Airport  Support  -  See  response  to  8.2. 

Commercial  -  Vehicle  parking  requirements  are  handled 
elsewhere  throughout  the  Airport  and  Lot  C  and  CC  are  designated 
for  replacement  and  new  commercial  development. 
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Administration  -  Consolidation  of  Airport  administrative 
offices  will  reduce  operating  costs.  The  offices  are  being  built 
in  the  same  area  as  airline  administrative  offices. 

Transportation  -  United 's  concurrence  with  the  concept  is 
enlightening.  However  United 's  objection  is  based  solely  on  design 
details  that  the  center  "cannot  be  made  to  work  in  a  manner 
acceptable  to  the  public".  The  basis  for  this  objection  is  that 
"it  would  already  be  in  use  at  other  airports".  Based  on  this 
statement,  the  Airport  can  only  concur  that  United  lacks  the 
recognition  of  technological  progress  which  is  based  upon  learning 
curves,  innovation,  creativity,  and  sheer  necessity.  The  Airport 
does  agree  with  United  that  a  high  level  of  service  must  be 
provided  in  order  for  the  center  to  be  viable.  To  that  end 
programming  the  facility  will  include  a  comprehensive  profile  of 
potential  users  to  determine  the  most  efficient  processing  methods 
and  acceptable  service  levels.  Doing  "Business  as  Usual"  or  how 
its  done  now  at  other  airports  may  not  be  an  appropriate  comparison 
to  how  SFIA  will  do  it. 

United 's  conclusion  that  the  two  structures  are  not  needed 
because  "parking  garages  are  not  well  suited  to  rental  car 
operations"  and  the  "parking  structures  now  conflict  with  the 
Airport's  attempt  to  build  a  new  International  Terminal"  is 
unfounded.  The  rental  car  companies  at  SFIA  have  endorsed  the 
structured  project. 

The  new  terminal  is  accessible  from  R-2  and  R-3  even  though 
the  primary  access  route  and  the  majority  of  traffic  will  use  the 
new  elevated  roadway.  Travel  between  the  Domestic  and 
International  Terminal  will  occur  on  the  existing  loop  roadway,  to 
the  back  side  of  the  International  Terminal. 

Automated  Ground  Transportation  System  -  Regarding  United 's 
concerns  on  the  people  mover  system,  the  Airport  does  concur  that 
for  the  most  efficient  operation  of  the  International  Terminal  and 
the  garage  complex,  the  people  mover  system  is  necessary.  That  is 
why  the  construction  phasing  of  these  projects  are  highly  dependent 
upon  each  other.  However,  prudent  planning  dictates  that  in  case 
of  failure  to  this  system,  a  backup  system  must  be  in  place.  That 
system,  as  it  is  envisioned  now,  would  be  the  use  of  terminal 
shuttle  buses,  much  like  is  done  now. 

The  exact  location  of  the  stations  at  the  terminal  complex 
is  still  to  be  determined.  Again,  the  Airport  does  concur  with 
United  that  a  high  level  of  service  dictates  close  proximity  to  the 
processing  areas  with  passenger  flow  that  is  not  circuitous.  These 
are  elements  of  programming. 

The  assumption  that  our  people  mover  system  will  have  large 
heavy  cars  and  therefore  an  interim  maintenance  facility  in  the 
garage  doesn't  appear  possible,  is  inappropriate.  There  has  been 
no  determination  on  what  type  of  system  will  be  needed.  That  is 
the  purpose  of  programming  the  demand  and  needs  of  this  system. 
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The  Airport  certainly  has  not  misunderstood  the  rationale 
for  AGT  systems  installed  at  other  airports.  It  is  not  that  San 
Francisco  International  Airport's  rationale  for  an  AGT  system  is 
vastly  different  from  other  airports,  however  there  are  elements 
and  criteria  of  our  proposed  system  that  are  different.  To 
elaborate,  our  system  will: 

1.  Move  rental  car  patrons  to  and  from  the  rental  car 
facilities  and  the  terminal  complex. 

2 .  Move  passengers  coming  from  all  other  high  occupancy 
vehicles  (on-demand  shuttle  vans,  courtesy  vans,  buses, 
etc.)  from  a  central  transportation  center  to  the  Terminal 
Complex. 

3.  Move  Airport  employees  working  in  the  Terminal  Complex  and 
parking  in  this  center  to  their  place  of  work. 

4.  Provide  a  transportation  link  between  other  functional 
areas  of  the  Airport  (including  United  Airlines  Maintenance 
Base)  for  transferring  employees  and  passengers  to  parking 
lots  and  others  who's  business  requires  going  from  one  area 
to  another. 

5.  Provide  a  link  to  a  mass  transit  station  (most  likely  on 
the  West  of  Bayshore  property)  that  will  link  to  the 
Terminal  Complex  for  passengers  and  employees  and  to  other 
functional  areas  of  the  Airport  for  employees. 

To  some  degree,  the  Airport  does  agree  with  United  that  our 
system  is  much  like  your  second  description  of  a  people  mover 
system.  However  examples  such  as  DFW  and  ORD  can't  compare,  and 
especially  in  the  case  of  DFW,  where  one  of  the  first  people  mover 
systems  was  put  into  place  many  years  ago,  and  does  not 
sufficiently  provide  the  service  necessary  that  it  was  intended 
for. 

Parking  -  See  response  to  "Transportation"  and  Section  6.4 
above.  The  Airport  will  work  with  United  Airlines  on  the 
expeditious  development  of  parking  lot  DD  to  avoid  any  delay  in  the 
program.  This  can  be  most  effectively  done  through  the  Schedule 
and  Relocations  Subcommittee  of  the  International  Terminal  Steering 
Committee . 

In  response  to  the  balance  of  comments  regarding  parking  and 
roadways,  there  are  some  merits  to  the  suggestions  provided  by 
United.  However,  those  merits  are  on  an  individual  basis 
supporting  a  plan  that  is  much  more  focused  than  the  Master  Plan. 
The  Master  Plan  must  consider  the  relationships  of  all  functional 
areas  on  the  Airport.  The  suggestions  are  also  based  on  a  number 
of  "assumptions"  and  "ifs",  while  the  Master  Plan  attempts  to 
reduce  the  risk  of  uncertainty  by  proposing  projects  that  we  know 
are  feasible.    Those  projects  that  are  dependent  on  other  projects 
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and  are  based  on  assumptions  may  delay  or  stop  a  whole  program  if 
they  cannot  be  accomplished. 

Budgetary  Development  Costs  -  United 's  comment  on  the  cost 
of  the  people  mover  system  is  noted.  As  a  point  of  information, 
the  cost  of  all  but  seven  stations  in  Phase  I  of  the  people  mover 
system  are  included  in  the  structures  that  they  will  be  in 
(International  Terminal,  Ground  Transportation  Center,  etc.). 
Without  a  definitive  program  for  this  system,  it's  difficult  to 
estimate  costs  and  the  reason  for  having  budgetary  costs  at  this 
time.  The  Airport  will  further  define  the  cost  of  this  system  upon 
completion  of  programming. 

The  demolition  costs  for  United 's  abandoned  facilities  have 
not  been  assigned  based  upon  the  terms  and  expiration  of  the  United 
leasehold.  However,  upon  further  discussion  with  United,  if  this 
is  an  appropriate  cost  to  include,  it  will  be  included  into  the 
program . 
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USAlR. 


WASHINGTON  NATIONAL  AIRPORT  •  WASHINGTON.  O.C.  20001 

3225  N.  Harbor  Drive 
San  Diego,  CA  92101 


August  14,  1989 


Mr.  John  Costas 

Assistant  Administrator 

Chief  Project  Manager 

AIRPORTS  COMMISSION 

San  Francisco  International  Airport 

P.  0.  Box  8097 

San  Francisco,  CA  94128 

Re:     Airport  Draft  Master  Plan  -  Working  Paper  "C" 

Dear  Mr.  Costas: 

USAir  would  like  to  thank  the  City  of  San  Francisco  for  allowing  us 
to  comment  on  the  airport's  draft  Master  Plan  provided  on  July  3, 
1989.     The  following  remarks  represent  USAir' s  first  reaction  to  the 
above-mentioned  proposal: 

1.  USAir  specifically  supports  the  need  for  additional 
maintenance  facilities  at  San  Francisco.     USAir  alone  has  a 
need  for  approximately  20  -  30  acres  to  construct  a  major 
maintenance  base  for  767,  737,  DC9-80  and  146  aircraft. 

2.  Employee  parking  has  always  been  a  major  concern  and  USAir 
would  highlight  this  as  an  important  part  of  any  master  plan 
proposal. 

3.  The  need  for  additional  domestic  gates  exists  and  is  a 
priority  for  USAir.     Our  current  operation  of  approximately 
100  flights  per  day  will  certainly  grow  and  USAir' s  need  for 
additional  gates  will  materialize  accordingly. 
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Mr.  John  Costas 
August  14,  1989 
Page  2 


In  summary,  whatever  Master  Plan  is  adopted  to  facilitate  the 
anticipated  growth  at  San  Francisco  International  Airport,  great  care 
should  be  taken  to  balance  the  needs  of  both  the  international  and 
domestic  carriers.     USAir  plans  to  continue  to  be  a  strong  player  at 
San  Francisco  and  will  support  the  planning  direction  which  provides 
the  greatest  potential  for  all  tenants  at  the  airport.     We  look 
foirward  to  working  with  you  and  the  rest  of  the  airport  staff  in 
finalizing  and  implementing  the  Master  Plan. 


^ryan  Enarson 
Regional  Director 
Properties  &  Facilities 


cc:     Lou  Turpin,  Director  of  Airports,  SFO 
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RESPONSE  TO  U.S.  AIR 


U.S.  Air's  comments  are  accepted  as  input  into  the  programming  and 
design  of  the  terminal  complex. 
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^UTA 

__»r  FRENCH  mum 

August  22/  1989 


Mr.  Lou  Turpen 
Director  of  Airports 
San  Francisco  Airport 
San  Francisco/  CA  94128 


Dear  Mr.  Turpen: 

UTA  French  Airlines  is  proud  to  support  the  Working  Paper  C 
project  as  put  forth  by  your  staff  in  June  1989.  Furthermore/ 
we  would  like  to  emphasize  our  endorsement  by  citing  a  few 
of  the  concepts  which  we  feel  are  valuable  to  the  success  of 
the  project: 

1.  Construction  of  the  new  international  terminal  with  26 
common-use  gates  and  facilities/  with  exclusive  ticket  counter 
space. 

2.  The  adoption  of  Gate  Allocation  Procedure  to  protect 
international  flights  on  these  gates. 

3.  A  single  FIS  facility  to  accomodate  all  international 
arriving  flights/  allowing  for  flexibility  and  overflow  of 
passengers/  one  FIDS  system  and  baggage  conveyor  system. 

-4.     Transit  lounge  facilities  to  accomodate  at  least  400 
passengers  and  allow  for  international  connections  both  online 
and  offline  without  having  to  clear  U.S.  formalities/ 
including  duty-free  shopping  and  restaurant  facilities. 

5.  A  people-mover  system  efficient  enough  to  circle  the  airport 
within  10  minutes  and  no  stairs | steps  so  it  is  readily 
accessible  to  all  passengers/  including  handicapped  persons. 

6.  Most  importantly/  UTA  supports  the  accelerated  construction 
program  including  the  building  of  a|G  at  the  same  time  and 
anticipating  an  opening  of  facilitie  and  involvement  with  this 
project  and  encourage  the  Airports  Commission  to  adopt 
Working  Paper  C  in  October/  1989. 

Respectfully/ 

Frederic  J.  Camus 
Vice  President 
General  Manager/  USA 


NORTH  AMERICAN  HEADQUARTERS 
71  Stevenson  Street.  14th  Roor  •  San  Francisco,  CA  94105  •  (415)  227-441 1 

A  Conywi^  «/ ut^^^ifx  |c  a 

Unofaonln1l»U.SA.:Lo»Ang»ht»StnFnnel»eo»S»*m»N9w)lbtk»  m$hlngton  D.C.  •  Chicago  •  Houtton 
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RESPONSE  TO  UTA  FRENCH  AIRLINES 


UTA's  coninents  are  accepted  as  input  into  the  programming  and 
design  of  the  International  Terminal  and  People  Mover  System. 


11-86 


OTHER  AIRPORT  TENANTS 


Chevron 


Chevron  U.S.A.  Inc. 

2410  Camino  Ramon,  San  Ramon.  California  •  Phone  14151 842-9500 

Mail  Address:  PO.  Box  5004,  San  Ramon.  CA  945B3-0B04 


Marketing  Operations 


August  16,  1989 


0.  Moller 

Manager,  Operations 

S.  L.  Panerson 

Area  Manager,  Operations 

C.  G.  Trimbach 
Manager,  Engineering 


Airports  Commission 
Attn:  Mr.  John  Costas 
P.O.  Box  8097 

San  Francisco  International  Airport 
San  Francisco,  CA  94128 

Dear  Mr.  Costas: 

We  have  reviewed  the  Airport  Master  Plan  -  Working  Paper  -  "C"  and  have  the 
following  comments  and  concerns  regarding  its  content 

1.  The  working  paper  does  not  address  the  Aircraft  Fueling  System  and  Bulk 
Storage  Facilities  at  the  Airport.  Integral  with  the  plans  for  expanding 
support  facilities  for  the  near  and  long-term  must  be  the  consideration  of  the 
adequacy  of  the  existing  fueling  and  bulk  storage  facilities  and  the 
modification  and  additions  needed  for  the  near  and  long-term. 

Consistent  with  this  is  the  need  to  project  and  record  in  the  working  paper 
average  daily  and  peak  fueling  rates  for  the  near  and  long-term  along  with 
the  existing  demands.  Such  projections  should  account  for  fuel  efficiency 
improvements  expected  in  future  aircraft  designs. 

2.  The  additions  to  the  existing  Jet  Fuel  Distribution  System  which  may  be 
required  for  the  Terminal  additions  and  higher  peak  flow  demands  are  not 
addressed. 

3.  The  current  fuel  system  as  depicted  in  figure  6.14  is  incorrect  and  should  be 
revised  to  reflect  the  current  system. 

4.  The  taxiway  modifications  to  the  new  cargo  handling  areas  appear  to 
interfere  with  the  existing  refueler  loading  rack  at  Plot  25.  Hence,  the 
refueler  rack  may  have  to  be  relocated. 

5.  The  proposed  site  for  relocation  of  the  existing  Chevron  service  station  may 
not  satisfactory.  The  problems  associated  the  proposed  site  will  be  reviewed 
by  Chevron  with  Mr.  Ron  Gonzales  of  the  Airport  Property  Management 
Department  on  September  7,  1989. 

6.  There  are  references  to  Chevron  owned  facilities  as  "Standard  Oil  or  Standard" 
owned  facilities  on  pages  6.6,  6.9,  6.14  and  6.23.Since  our  Corporation  name 
is  now  Chevron  U.S.A.  Inc.,  we  would  appreciate  your  correcting  these 
references  to  "Chevron"  owned  facilities. 
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Mr.  John  Costas 


-  2  - 


August  16,  1989 


7.        The  plans  for  improving  the  reliability  of  the  Airport  Electrical  Feeder 
System  should  be  included  in  the  working  paper. 

We  appreciate  this  opportunity  to  review  and  comment  on  Working  Paper  "C. 


D.  MOLLER 


CGT/jsp:V398 

cc:       Airports  Commission 

Attn:  Office  of  the  Director 
P.O.  Box  8097 

San  Francisco  International  Airport 
San  Francisco,  CA  94128 


II  -  88 


I 
i 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 


RESPONSE  TO  CHEVRON 


1.  The  existing  aircraft  fuel  consumption  at  SFIA  is  estimated  at 
approximately  50,000  barrels  per  day  (47,000  barrels/day  supplied 
by  Chevron  and  3,000  barrels/day  supplied  by  Shell).  The  peak 
utilization  occurs  in  July  and  August  when  Chevron  averages 
approximately  51,000  barrels/day. 

Currently,  the  aircraft  fuel  distribution  system  is  adequate  to 
supply  the  Near  and  Long-Term  terminal  facilities.  However,  an 
alternate  fuel  source  other  than  Chevron  will  be  necessary  prior 
to  the  abandonment  of  the  satellite  tank  farm  to  provide  backup  in 
case  of  an  emergency  or  a  leak  in  the  main  line. 

2.  Description  of  the  improvements,  additions  and  modifications  to 
the  existing  aircraft  fuel  distribution  system  necessary  to  meet 
the  Near  and  Long-Term  demand  are  subject  to  the  results  of  pending 
negotiations  with  Southern  Pacific,  Shell,  and  other  possible 
sources.  Improvement  and  upgrades  will  be  discussed  in  general  in 
the  Final  Master  Plan. 

3.  Figure  6.14  was  based  on  the  latest  available  Airport  data. 
Chevron  is  to  verify  any  changes  to  the  existing  distribution  lines 
since  publication  of  existing  conditions.  These  changes  and 
corrections  will  be  reflected  in  the  Final  Plan. 

4.  The  exact  location  of  the  refueler  rack  located  on  Plot  25  will 
be  verified  in  the  field,  and  any  conflict  resulting  from  the 
proposed  North  Field  cargo  handling  facilities  will  be  evaluated 
and  addressed  in  the  design  development  of  this  area. 

5.  At  the  September  7,  1989  meeting  between  the  Airport  and 
Chevron,  Airport  staff  presented,  based  on  Chevron's  customer 
profile,  it's  justification  why  the  new  site  was  more  than 
satisfactory.  Chevron  will  survey  and  profile  it's  customers  and 
respond . 

6.  The  Final  Master  Plan  will  be  corrected  to  reflect  the  change 
in  corporate  name  from  "Standard  Oil"  to  "Chevron". 

7.  The  Airport  Electrical  Feeder  System  is  currently  being  upgraded 
under  Airport  Contract  No.  1206  and  therefore  needs  not  be 
incorporated  as  a  planning  element  in  the  Master  Plan. 
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SAN  FRANCISCO  AIRPORT  HILTON 

InltTii.ition.il  Airport 


August  17,  1989 
(Hand  Delivered) 

Mr.  John  Costas 

Assistant  Director 

&  Chief  Project  Manager 

Planning  &  Construction 

San  Francisco  International  Airport 

San  Francisco,  CA  94128 

SUBJECT:     S.F.I. A.   DRAFT  MASTER  PLAN-WORKING  PAPER  C 


Dear  John, 

I  have  had  an  opportunity  now  to  read  through  the  S.F.I. A.  Draft 
Master  Plan  -  Working  Paper  C  and  would  first  like  to  compliment 
you  on  an  aggressive  and  comprehensive  proposal  to  what  must  be 
an  extremely  difficult  task. 

After  some  discussions  with  Hilton's  senior  officers,  our  comments 
at  this  time  are  limited  to  two  main  issues. 

Our  first  concern  relates  to  the  near-term  perspective  of  Fig.  2.3 
page  2.11  and  an  apparent  "fly  over"  of  the  Hilton  leasehold  in 
the  area  of  an  northernmost  parking  lot.     The  potential  loss  of 
parking  spaces  would  be  of  greatest  concern  and  some  provision  for 
additional  spaces  necessary. 

Allied  to  this  is  the  limited  access  alternative  outlined  on  page 
6.15.     While  we  realize  there  is  an  easement  to  accommodate  a  road 
way,  we  would  be  concerned  about  the  close  proximity  of  such  an 
overpassing  to  our  guest  rooms  and  the  undesirability  of  these 
southernmost  rooms   (maybe  as  many  as  100  rooms)  as  a  result. 

The  second  major  issue  refers  back  to  the  near-term  perspective  in 
Fig.  2.3  and  the  creation  of  Boarding  Area  A  in  the  International 
Terminal,  coupled  with  the  demolition  of  the  Pan  Am  Administration 
and  Aircraft  Maintenance  Buildings,  and  presumably  the  Pan  Am  park 
ing  lot  as  well. 

While  we  are  delighted  to  be  the  "only  hotel  on  the  airport",  it's 
clear  that  the  aircraft  noise  is  moving  much  closer  to  the  Hilton 
and  that  our  important  sound  barriers  provided  by  the  Pan  Am  build 
ings  are  also  being  eliminated.     Whether  the  answer  is  aircraft 
towing  to  and  from  this  new  boarding  area,  together  with  the 
construction  of  a  n^iw  sound  barrier,  or  some  other  solution,  we 
are  confident  that  without  attention  our  ability  to  operate  will 
be  severely  affected. 


HILTON 


Executive  Offices   San  Francisco,  California  94128-0355  415/589-0770 
Reservations  1-800/HILTONS 
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Mr.  John  Costas 
August  17,  1989 
Page  Two 

Again,  we  compliment  you  on  a  plan  which  in  concept  appears  to 
address  the  important  issue  of  growth  and  particularly  the 
potential  of  the  international  marketplace  in  our  future. 

I  will  look  forward  to  hearing  from  you  directly  about  these  or 
any  other  issues  affecting  the  Airport  Hilton. 


cc:     Mr.  Lou  Turpen 

Mr.  Hilmar  Rosenast 
Mr.  James  Phi Ion 
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RESPONSE  TO  SAN  FRANCISCO  AIRPORT  HILTON 


The  Airport  will  work  with  Hilton's  management  and  staff  during  the 
programming  and  design  of  the  access  roadway  system  to  address  lost 
parking  and  to  minimize  impacts  that  may  be  created  by  the  proposed 
access  roadway. 

Although  it  is  certainly  not  unusual  for  a  hotel  on  an  airport  to 
experience  aircraft  noise,  the  Airport  will  evaluate,  with  Hilton, 
the  need  for  any  sound  attenuation  measures  as  a  result  of 
implementing  the  plan. 
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Shell  Oil  Company 

135  NORTH  ACCESS  ROAD 
SO.  SAN  FRANCISCO,  CA.  94080 


August  16,  1989 


Mr.  John  Costas 
Airports  Commission 
P.  0.  Box  8097 

San  Francisco  International  Airport 
San  Francisco,  California  94128 


Dear  Mr.  Costas, 


Shell  Oil  Company  appreciates  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  working 
paper  -  'C  -  draft  master  plan  sent  to  us  by  your  office.  We  have 
some  comments  to  offer  in  conjunction  with  the  plan. 

Our  plan  is  to  be  a  major  supplier  of  jet  fuel  to  the  Bay  Area  airports 
for  years  to  come.    Shell's  Martinez  Manufacturing  Complex  is  design 
to  produce  significant  quantity  of  jet  fuel  in  conjunction  with  the 
manufacture  of  motor  gasoline  for  the  Northern  California  market. 

Shell  views  the  San  Francisco  Airport  as  the  principal  outlet  for 
Martinez's  jet  fuel.    Current  jet  fuel  logistics  allow  Shell  to  be  a 
competitive  supplier  at  the  airport.    Shell  supports  the  design  and 
operations  of  future  jet  facilities  such  that  all  suppliers  are  given 
equal  access  to  the  facilities. 

The  implementation  of  the  Plan  should  be  with  minimum  disruption  of 
fuel  supply  to  Shell's  customers.    Accordingly,  an  alternative  to 
Shell's  Satellite  2  system  will  have  to  be  developed.    This  alternative 
should  insure  Shell's  ability  to  maintain  customer  supply  continuity. 

Shell  is  concern  about  the  wisdom  of  supplying  fuel  to  the  entire  air- 
port through  the  single  header  from  the  Chevron  storage  tanks.  Supply 
disruptions  on  this  header  will  seriously  impair  flight  operations  at 
the  airport.    The  existing  Shell  facilities  could  be  adopted  to  provide 
limited  fuel  supply  "back-up"  capability. 
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Shell  Oil  Company 


Implementation  of  the  Plan  will  require  significant  change  in  faci- 
lities and  mode  of  operations.    Shell  is  prepared  to  discuss  the 
foregoing  comments.    Through  cooperative  activities  the  Plan  can  be 
implemented  to  the  mutual  satisfaction  of  the  Airport  Correnission, 
Airlines  and  Shell  Oil  Company. 


Very  truly  yours, 
T.  M.  DEBINSKI 

San  Francisco  Plant  Superintendent 
Western  Distribution  Area 


cc  -  Office  of  the  Director 

San  Francisco  International  Airport 
P.  0.  Box  8097 

San  Francisco,  California  94128 

cc  -  Western  Distribution  Area 
Facilities  Manager 
-  Head  Office  -  Operations  Manager,  Light  Oils,  Western 
Region  -  T.  J.  Hebert 


TMD/fcd 


II  -  94 


i 
I 

I 

i 

I 

I 


RESPONSE  TO  SHELL  OIL  COMPANY 


Shell's  comments  are  accepted  as  input  into  the  programming  and 
design  of  upgrading  the  aircraft  fuel  system  at  SFIA. 

The  Airport  requires  a  "back-up"  main  fuel  supply  to  prevent 
disruption  to  airline/airport  operations  in  case  of  failure  to  the 
main  fuel  supply.  To  this  end,  the  Airport  is  receptive  to  discuss 
with  Shell  or  other  fuel  companies  the  implementation  of  a  "back- 
up" system. 
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CITIES  AND  COUNTIES 


CITY  OF  BRISBANE 

44  Visitacion  Avenue 
Brisbane,  California  94005 
(415)  467-1515 


V  CAUFORNIA  J 


August  18,  1989 


Mr.  John  Costas 
P.  O.  Box  8097 

San  Francisco  International  Airport 
San  Francisco,  CA  94128 


Dear  Mr.  Costas: 

On  August  16th,  my  office  received  your  late  notice  that  all  written  comments 
were  due  on  the  Airport's  Draft  Master  Plan  on  August  18th.  I  had  understood 
that  comments  were  not  due  until  at  least  September  7th  in  conjunction  with  the 
Airport  Land  Use  Committee's  hearing. 

Brisbane  continues  to  be  extremely  concerned  about  any  off-Airport  impacts 
developing  from  your  on-airport  plans-  noise,  traffic,  air  quality,  etc.  We  have 
recently  received  the  Notice  of  Preparation  for  the  Draft  EIR  on  your  project. 
Until  we  have  the  ability  to  review  the  EIR,  we  do  not  have  enough  information 
to  adequately  or  appropriately  comment  on  your  Draft  Master  Plan.  We  continue 
to  reserve  the  right  to  comment  on  your  Plan  until  we  have  had  time  to  review 
the  Draft  EIR. 


Sincerely, 


Planning  Director 


cc:     City  Council 

Planning  Commission 
County  of  San  Mateo 
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BRISBANE 


MEMORANDUM 


jQ,  Councilmember  Miller  DATE:  9/4/89 

FROM:       Planning  Director 

SUBJECT   Wo^^^'^^  Paper  "C",  Airport  Master  Plan 

I  briefly  reviewed  the  document  and  Dave  Carbone's  comments  for  the 
County  this  weekend.  You  may  wish  to  put  the  following  comments 
on  record  on  September  7th. 

-  Please  make  a  formal  request  for  any  additional  environmental 
documents  (negative  declarations  and  environmental  impact  reports) 
that  the  Airport  creates  (I  noticed  that  there  were  several 
comments  throughout  the  document  that  stated  they  were  doing 
smaller  expansions  and  that  the  environmental  work  had  been 
completed-  I  don't  want  to  be  left  out  I  I  will  put  this  in  writing 
as  well.) 

-  As  Dave  notes.  Section  3.2  should  be  modified  to  "specify  the 
type  of  aircraft  noise  and  the  source  of  that  noise  for  each  City. 
This  will  help  the  reader  understand  the  Airport  noise  environment 
in  each  city  and  help  focus  the  noise  analysis  in  the  EIR.  The 
text  should  be  revised  as  follows: 

-Brisbane:  Indicate  the  City  receives  overflight  noise  from 
Runways  28  departures  (wide  Shorelines)  and  Runways  1 
southbound  departures. 

-  Additionally,  the  working  paper  notes  that  "noise  reduction 
programs  initiated  by  cities  are  focused  on  the  receiving  end  and 
not  the  noise  source.  Therefore,  some  cities  have  used  land 
planning  and  noise  abatement  programs  as  tools  in  reducing  noise 
exposure. .." (p.  3.3)  I  believe  that  Brisbane  has  also  focused  on 
the  source  through  its  lawsuit  and  through  comments  on  the  State's 
proposed  revisions  to  the  Noise  regulations  for  airports/aircraft. 

-  Under  Brisbane's  Community  Profile  (p.  3.3)  I  believe  there  are 
several  misstatements  or  misleading  statements.  It  carefully  notes 
that  Brisbane  was  not  incorporated  when  flight  operations  began  at 
SFIA.  However,  I  believe  that  a  good  portion  of  the  existing 
residences  were  in  place  prior  to  any  flight  operations  from  SFIA! 
It  also  states  that  "recent  trends  indicate  that  more  areas  within 
the  city  have  been  zoned  for  commercial  or  industrial  uses  in  an 
attempt  to  increase  the  tax  base".  It  would  be  more  appropriate 
to  state  that  more  'areas  have  been  annexed  to  the  City  which  have 
increased  its  tax  base.  I  believe  that  the  SP  property  has  always 
been  zoned  industrially  (and  only  now  are  we  increasing  the  areas 
that  could  be  commercial  under  the  Redevelopment  Area  Plans) .The 
Baylands    will    also    allow    commercial    (the    paper    only  states 
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recreation,  open  space  and  industrial) .  Their  information  on 
Sierra  Point  is  outdated.  It  states  that  the  planned  development 
is  for  a  400-room  hotel,  35,000  square  feet  of  commercial,  a  560- 
berth  marina,  and  1.4  million  square  feet  of  office.  The  right 
information  is  that  the  development  is  for  two  hotels  (the 
additional  one  would  have  700  rooms),  50,000  square  feet  of 
commercial  (per  the  Development  Agreement) ,  the  marina  is 
completed,  and  1.6  million  square  feet  of  office.  (Your  staff 
would  be  happy  to  communicate  with  these  people  who  are  writing  the 
working  paper-  they  need  only  to  call.)  The  working  paper  then 
goes  on  to  note  that  "Since  (1979) ,  new  noise  abatement  programs 
have  been  introduced  at  SFIA.  These  have  further  reduced  expbsure 
to  aircraft  noise."  How  does  this  fit  in  with  our  lawsuit  and  the 
change  in  flightpaths? 

-  The  working  paper  documents  the  Southern  Pacific  Tank  Farm's 
relationship  to  the  airport  and  notes  all  of  the  safety  features 
that  are  in  place  to  protect  Brisbane.  The  information  on  the  Tank 
Farm  is  inaccurate  according  to  John  Spinelli  of  Southern  Pacific 
Pipeline  Co.  There  are  two  lines  (10"  and  12")  that  come  from 
Richmond  to  Brisbane.  The  12"  goes  to  the  Airport  with  jet  fuel 
(and  they  are  correct  that  it  is  not  stored  in  Brisbane) .  The  10" 
line  is  for  multiproducts .  The  additional  exiting  lines,  the  6" 
line  to  the  Roundhouse  and  the  8"  line  to  the  airport,  have  been 
abandoned.  Kathleen  Sinclair  states  that  Idw  Brisbane  has  not 
adopted  a  civil  defense  emergency  shelter.  She  also  questions  the 
titles  or  wording  of  the  other  safety  agreements  and  task  forces. 
(My  real  concern  is  about  the  general  inaccuracy  of  the 
information,  it  calls  to  question  the  accuracy  of  the  rest  of  the 
document . ) 

-  I  agree  with  Dave's  request  for  a  map  that  shows  the  locations 
of  all  the  noise  monitors  and  generalized  flight  paths 
(particularly  Shoreline,  Runway  28,  etc.) 

-  The  working  paper  indicates  that  parking  will  not  be  a  problem 
in  the  near  future,  if  the  current  private  lots  continue.  However 
it  states  that  "the  parking  demand  will  have  to  be  satisfied  by  new 
on-airport  parking  or  by  more  distant  off site  lots".  Where  are 
these  more  distant  off-site  lots? 

-  From  the  forecasts  it  is  not  possible  for  me  to  understand  what 
increase  in  the  number  of  flights  ^hat  will  occur  with  respect  to 
Runways  28  departures  (wide  Shorelines)  and  Runways  1  southbound 
departures.  I'll  be  requesting  this  information  on  the  Notice  of 
Preparation  response. 

-  I  know  that  San  Jose  Airport  is  expanding  and  that  they  have 
further  plans  to  expand-  and  I  assume  that  other  airports  have 
plans  to  expand.  I*  think  that  it  would  be  interesting  to  have  a 
summary  of  the  expansion  plans  of  other  airports  in  the  area  and 
how  these  may  or  may  not  impact  the  SFIA  Master  Plan. 

-  Again,    Brisbane   is   concerned   about   the   off -airport  impacts 
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resulting  from  the  Master  Plan  (particularly  noise,  traffic,  air 
quality,  etc)  and  comments  on  the  Master  Plan  should  be  reserved 
until  the  EIR  is  completed.  The  schedule  suggests  that  the  Public 
hearing  on  the  DEIR  will  be  held  in  October.  Since  the  Notice  of 
Preparation  circulation  period  does  not  end.  until  September  15, 
I'm  concerned  that  this  is  a  very  unrealistic  timeframe  for  an 
adequate  document  to  be  completed. 
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RESPONSE  TO  THE  CITY  OF  BRISBANE 


August  18.  1989 

The  Airport  provided  everyone  who  received  a  copy  of  Working  Paper 
•C  at  least  45  days  to  review  and  comment  on  the  Working  Paper. 
The  Airport  did  not  provide  any  waiver  of  the  August  18  deadline 
date  for  written  comments  and  sent  a  reminder  letter  one  week 
before  comments  were  due. 

Response  to  Written  Comments  Presented  at  September  4  Public 
Meeting 

Please  identify  the  projects  referenced  where  environmental  work 
has  been  accomplished.  The  Airport,  through  the  City  of  San 
Francisco  Planning  Department,  Office  of  Environmental  Review  will 
provide  Brisbane  the  requested  documentation. 

By  addendum  to  Working  Paper  'C,  section  3.2  will  be  modified  to 
specify  the  type  of  aircraft  noise  and  source  of  noise  for  each 
city  including  Brisbane. 

By  addendum  to  Working  Paper  'C,  page  3.3  will  be  modified  to 
include  other  noise  reduction  programs  initiated  by  cities  as 
suggested . 

By  addendum  to  Working  Paper  'C,  Brisbane's  Community  Profile 
section  will  be  updated  with  current  information  as  presented.  It 
should  be  noted  that  the  information  contained  in  this  section  was 
received  directly  from  the  Brisbane  Planning  Department  during  the 
initial  inventory  of  community  plans.  It  has  also  remained 
unchanged  in  two  previous  Working  Papers  and  has  not  been  commented 
on  previously. 

The  information  on  the  Southern  Pacific  Tank  Farm's  pipelines  was 
initially  received  from  Southern  Pacific  and  Brisbane  City  Planning 
Department.  This  is  the  first  mention  of  inaccuracies  in  the 
information.  The  Airport  will  verify  with  Southern  Pacific, 
Brisbane,  and  other  sources,  correct  information  about  these 
facilities,  and  correct  the  final  Master  Plan  accordingly. 

Regarding  the  request  for  a  map  of  noise  monitors,  see  the 
"Response  to  San  Mateo  County". 

The  reference  to  new  on-airport  parking  or  more  distant  off -site 
lots  is  not  identified.  The  plan  will  ultimately  accommodate 
forecast  parking  needs  on  the  airport  with  no  assumption  of  new 
off-site  parking  lots. 
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In  regard  to  the  number  of  flights  and  departure  patterns, 
Brisbane's  response  to  input  on  the  Notice  of  Preparation  is 
appropriate,  as  the  EIR  is  the  appropriate  vehicle  for  evaluating 
potential  impacts. 

In  regard  to  other  Bay  Area  Airport  expansion  plans,  see  "Response 
to  Comments  By  Speakers  at  Public  Meetings"  in  Section  III. 

The  potential  off -airport  impacts  will  be  evaluated  in  the 
Environmental  Impact  Report.  The  current  schedule  for  the  draft 
EIR  is  minimally  six  months  from  receipt  of  comments  on  the  Notice 
of  Preparation.  A  firm  schedule  will  be  developed  by  San  Francisco 
City  Planning  Department,  Office  of  Environmental  Review  after 
evaluating  all  comments  on  the  Notice  of  Preparation  and 
determining    the  scope  of  the  EIR. 
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CITY  HAUL -SOI  PRIMROSE  ROAD 
BURLINGAME,  CALIFORNIA  9-4010 

August  9,  1989 

Mr.  John  Costas 
Post  Office  Box  8097 
San  Francisco  International  Airport 
San  Francisco,  CA  94128 

Dear  Mr.  Costas: 

City  staff  in  Burlingame  have  had  an  opportunity  to  review  the  text 
of  the  San  Francisco  International  Airport  Draft  Master  Plan 
Working  Paper  C  dated  June,  1989.  We  had  several  technical 
comments  to  make.  We  hope  you  might  be  able  to  address  these 
before  the  document  becomes  final. 

1.  Page  3.4,  City  of  Burlingame,  community  profile  section, 
paragraph  3,  sentence  1  (error  as  stated):  we  believe  that 
along  the  San  Francisco  bay  edge  and  at  our  eastern  city 
limit  we  abut  San  Francisco  International  Airport.  At  least 
our  developers  in  the  northern  bayfront  area  are  required  to 
get  permits  from  the  San  Francisco  Airports  Commission  in 
order  to  repair  levees . 

Paragraph  3,  3rd  sentence  (error  as  stated):  except  for  the 
Airport  Hilton  (on  the  airport  site)  and  the  Westin  Hotel 
(in  Millbrae)  all  the  airport  oriented  hotels,  restaurants, 
car  rental  agencies,  etc.  located  on  the  east  side  of 
Highway  101  south  of  the  airport  are  in  Burlingame. 

2.  Page  3.4,  City  of  Burlingame,  land  use/noise  compatibility 
section,  paragraph  1,  sentence  1  (error  as  stated):  the 
portion  of  the  city's  general  plan  which  affects  the  area 
referred  to  in  this  section  was  adopted  in  June,  1981. 

Paragraph  1,  sentence  3  (error  as  stated):  the  Bayfront/ 
Anza  area  extends  the  length  of  Burlingame  "along  the  east 
side  of  Highway  101  from  the  San  Mateo  city  line  (Coyote 
Point  Park)  to  the  Millbrae  city  line  (Westin  Hotel).  The 
northern  portion  of  this  area  is  actually  adjacent  to  San 
Francisco  International  Airport  lands  on  the  bay  side. 

Paragraph  2,  sentence  8,  last  sentence  (error  as  stated): 
based  on  Figure  4.1  (page  4.2  of  Draft  Master  Plan)  the 
northern  portion  of  the  bayfront  area  of  Burlingame  lies 
within  the  65  dB  CNEL  contour. 


PLANNING  DEPARTMENT 
(AiS)  3A2-a625 
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Mr.  John  Costas 

San  Francisco  International  Airport 


Page  2 

August  9,  1989 


Paragraph  4,  sentence  2  (error  as  stated):  again  Figure  4.1 
(page  4.2  of  the  Draft  Master  Plan)  shows  that  considerable 
land  in  the  bayfront  and  Trousdale  (other  side  of  101)  areas 
of  Burlingame  lies  in  the  65  dB  CNEL  zone. 

City  staff  would  like  to  note  that  even  more  of  the  city 
would  lie  in  a  noise  contour  which  more  accurately  measured 
back  blast  noise.  We  hope  that  when  the  noise  analysis  is 
developed  for  the  environmental  document  Burlingame  will  be 
included. 


Thank  you  for  your  attention  to  this  matter.  If  you  wish  I  will  be 
glad  to  review  the  revised  text  to  see  that  it  matches  our  existing 
plans  and  policies.  Please  do  not  hesitate  to  call  me  if  you  have 
any  questions . 


Sincerely  yours, 

— 

Margaret  Monroe 
City  Planner 

MM/s 

cc:    Louis  A.  Turpen,  Director  of  Airports 
Dennis  Argyres,  City  Manager 
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RESPONSE  TO  THE  CITY  OF  BURLINGAME 


All  errors  as  noted  in  the  community  profile  section  will  be 
corrected  by  addendum  to  Working  Paper  'C.  Burlingame  will  be 
included  in  the  noise  impact  analysis  of  the  EIR. 
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OiTY  OF  Daly 


OlTY 


333-90TH  STREET 


DALY  CITY.  CA  94015-1895 


PHONE:  (415)  991-8000 


Mr.  John  Costas 


July  27,  1989 


Airports  Commission 
P.O.  Box  8097 

San  Francisco  International  Airport 
San  Francisco.  CA  94128 

Subject:  Review  of  San  Francisco  International  Airport  Master  Plan  Working  Paper  C 
Dear  Mr.  Costas: 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  review  and  comment  on  the  above  referenced  document.  We 
would  like  to  comment  on  a  document  that  is  well  written  and  organized  which  we  realize 
represents  a  substantial  work  effort.  The  City  of  Daly  City  offers  the  following  comments. 

Regarding  Daly  City's  Community  Profile  on  page  3.5  of  the  draft  Plan: 

•  California  Department  of  Finance  (January  1,  1989)  estimated  Daly  City's 
population  at  85.399  persons. 

•  The  Association  oi  Bay  Area  Governments  estimates  Daly  City's  median  household  Income 
for  1988  at  $41,867. 

•  The  City  adopted  a  revised  Noise  and  Resource  Management  Element  in 
1989  and  the  Land  Use.  Circulation  and  Housing  Elements  in  1987.  The 
City  is  currently  revising  the  Safety  Element. 

•  Although  the  airport's  data  indicates  that  noise  impact  contour  for  Daly 
City  is  below  the  65  dBA.  CNEL.  the  City  has  received  many  comments 
regarding  increased  intrusive  noise  associated  with  the  Gap  Departure 
Route. 

We  feel  the  following  should  be  addressed  In  the  Environmental  Impact  Report: 

•  The  Master  Plan  Papers  indicate  airport  use  is  projected  to  Increase  approximately  46 
percent  by  1996  and  77  percent  by  the  year  2006.  The  forthcoming  Environmental 
Impact  Report  will  discuss  the  noise  Impacts  due  to  the  projected  increase.  A 
quantification  of  the  CNEL  as  well  as  the  Intensity  and  frequency  of  Intrusive  events 
should  be  Included.  The  discussion  should  also  Include  a  worst-case  analysis  of  the 
departure  route  In  the  event  that  the  Gap  route  Is  used  more  frequently,  due  to  normal  or 
emergency  maintenance  operations  at  the  airport  (i.e.  other  runways  are  down).  Air  traffic 
and  surface  traffic  impacts  due  to  the  projected  Increases  should  be  fully  discussed  which 
should  also  Include  air  and  ground  safety,  projected  Increases  In  hazardous  material  use 
and  subsequent  wastes,  air  quality  impacts  and  surface  noise  Impacts. 

Again,  thank  you  for  th^^oppojtdniily  to  review  and  comment  on  the  document.  Please  Include 
the  City  of  Daly  City  ir(3^  mture  review  of  documents. 


Allison  KnappnVoJlMH  / 
Assistant  Pl^a^rX  / 
cc:  Office  orQip^irector  of  Airports 
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RESPONSE  TO  THE  CITY  OF  DALY  CITY 


All  updated  information,  as  noted,  will  be  included  in  the 
community  profile  section  by  addendum  to  Working  Paper  'C. 

The  scope  of  the  EIR  is  being  determined  by  the  San  Francisco 
Planning  Department,  Office  of  Environmental  Review  through  the 
Notice  of  Preparation/Initial  Statement  process.  Although  Daly 
City  has  received  this  notice  and  statement,  the  Airport  will  pass 
on  your  EIR  scoping  comments  to  City  Planning. 
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Planning  Department 
(415)  692-7891 


July  31,  1989 


Mr.  John  Costas 

San  Francisco  International  Airport 

P.O.  Box  8097 

San  Francisco,  CA  94128 

Dear  Mr,  Costas: 

Thank  you  for  the  copy  of  Vforking  Paper  'C  Draft  Master  Plan.    I  have 
reviewed  the  report  and  find  it  very  interesting. 

As  we  have  cormented  previously,  we  are  looking  forward  to  receiving 
the  draft  EIR  and  reviewing  the  off-site  effects  of  the  Plan  that  would 
be  of  particular  interest  to  Millbrae.    We  would  appreciate  an 
indicatn.on  of  vAien  that  would  be  distributed. 

Since  our  City  Council  is  not  meeting  in  August,  and  I  understand  the 
RPC/AUJC  will  not  meet  in  August,  I  hope  you  will  consider 
extending  the  August  18  deadline  for  cairoents.    However,  I  assume  the 
EIR  process  will  provide  an  opportunity  for  catments  at  a  later  date. 


Robert  L.  Ironside 

Director,  Conrnunity  Developinent 


RLI/reg 


cc:    Office  of  the  Director 


621  Magnolia  Avenue  •  Millbrae,  California  94030 
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RESPONSE  TO  THE  CITY  OF  MILLBRAE 


A  firm  schedule  for  producing  and  distributing  the  Draft  EIR  will 
be  developed  by  San  Francisco  City  Planning  after  evaluating  all 
comments  received  on  the  Notice  of  Preparation/Initial  Study  and 
determining  what  to  study  in  the  EIR.  See  "Response  To  The  City 
of  Brisbane". 
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Department  of  Environmental  Management 

Planning  and  Development  Division 


□  Planning  Division  •  415/363  4161 

Mail  Drop  5500  •  590  Hamilton  Street  •  Redwood  City  •  California  94063 

□  Building  Inspection  Section  •  415/353  460i 

Mail  Drop  5514  •  590  Hannilton  Street  •  Redwood  City  •  California  94063 


COUNTY  OF  SAN  MATEO 


BOARD  OF  SUPERVISORS 

ANNA  G.  ESHOO 
MARY  GRIFFIN 
TOM  HUENING 
TOM  NOLAN 

WILLIAM  J.  SCHUMACHER 

PLANNING  DIRECTOR 

CHRISTINE  M.  GOUIG 


August  16,  1989 


Mr.  John  Costas 
Assistant  Administrator 
P.O.  Box  8097 

San  Francisco  International  Airport 
San  Francisco,  CA  94128 

Dear  Mr.  Costas: 

SUBJECT:    Comments  on  San  Francisco  International  Airport  Master  Plan 
Working  Paper  "C"  -  Draft  Master  Plan 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  review  and  comment  on  Working  Paper  "C"  - 
Draft  Master  Plan.    These  comments  reflect  our  perspective  as  the  County 
Planning  staff.    As  you  are  aware,  the  Regional  Planning  Committee  of  San 
Mateo  County  (RPC)  is  sponsoring  a  public  forum  on  Working  Paper  "C"  on 
September  7,  1989.    The  public  forum  format  will  provide  the  Airport  staff 
the  opportunity  to  explain  the  Draft  Master  Plan  and  master  plan  EIR  process. 

Our  specific  comments  on  the  Draft  Master  Plan  are  as  follows: 

1.  Section  2.5,  Program  Modifications,  indicates  a  modification  to  the  master 
plan  program  is  a  decisjon  to  pursue  additional  environmental  studies  on 
the  180-acre  "west  of  Bayshore"  property.    These  studies  would  include  an 
analysis  of  the  habitat  of  the  San  Francisco  Garter  Snake.    This  section 
should  explain  the  study  review  process.    Is  the  study  approved,  accepted, 
certified,  etc.?    Which  public  agencies  review  and  take  action  on  the 
study?    After  the  final  action  has  been  taken  on  the  Garter  Snake  Study, 
what  is  the  process  to  include  the  west  of  Bayshore  property  in  the 
overall  master  plan? 

2.  A  second  major  modification  to  the  master  plan  program  is  the  proposed  new 
international  terminal.    The  new  terminal  will  accommodate  large,  wide- 
body  aircraft  (i.e.,  B-747,  DC-IO/MD-U,  etc.)  for  long  distance  flights. 
Boarding  Area  A  of  the  new  terminal  is  much  larger  and  located  much  closer 
to  U.S.  101  and  residential  areas  in  Mill  brae  than  the  current  Boarding 
Area  A.    Because  of  this  location,  aircraft  movements  to  and  from  the 
boarding  gates  could  significantly  increase  noise  in  the  nearby  Mi  11  brae 
residential  areas.    This  type  of  noise  impact  should  be  addressed  in  the 
master  plan  EIR. 
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Mr.  John  Costas 
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3.  Section  3.1,  Airport  Land  Use  Plan,  should  include  a  discussion  of  the 
State  requirement  that  an  airport  land  use  plan  shall  contain  a  master 
plan  for  each  airport,  within  the  airport  land  use  plan  boundary,  for  the 
next  twenty  years  (see  PUC  Section  21675).    Until  now,  the  San  Francisco 
Airports  Commission  has  not  presented  a  comprehensive  master  plan  for  San 
Francisco  International  Airport  to  the  public.    Therefore,  the  current 
Airport  Land  Use  Plan  does  not  contain  a  master  plan  for  the  Airport. 
However,  the  Airport  Land  Use  Commission  intends  to  incoporate  the  final, 
adopted  master  plan  into  the  Airport  Land  Use  Plan  when  the  master  plan 
program,  including  the  EIR,  is  completed.    The  Airport  Master  Plan  and  EIR 
should  be  submitted  to  the  Airport  Land  Use  Commission  for  a  consistency 
determination  with  the  Airport  Land  Use  Plan  after  the  Master  Plan  program 
has  been  completed. 

4.  The  text  in  Section  3.2,  Airport  Environs  Cities'  General  Plans,  should 
specify  the  type  of  aircraft  noise  and  the  source  of  that  noise  for  each 
City.    This  will  help  the  reader  understand  the  Airport  noise  environment 
in  each  city  and  help  focus  the  noise  analysis  in  the  EIR.    The  text 
should  be  revised  as  follows: 

-  Brisbane:    Indicate  the  City  receives  overflight  noise  from  Runways  28 
departures  (wide  Shorelines)  and  Runways  1  southbound  departures. 

-  Burlingame:    Indicate  the  City  receives  backblast,  low  frequency  noise 
from  Runways  1  departures. 

-  Col  ma:    Correct  the  runway  reference  -  should  be  Runways  28. 

-  Daly  City:    Correct  the  runway  reference  -  should  be  Runways  28.  Indi- 
cate the  City  receives  overflight  noise  from  Runways  28  departures. 

-  Foster  City:    Indicate  the  City  receives  noise  from  arrivals  on  Run- 
ways 28. 

-  Hillsborough:    Indicate  the  Town  receives  backblast,  low  frequency 
noise  from  Runways  1  departures. 

-  Mill  brae:    Indicate  the  City  receives  backblast,  low  frequency  noise 
from  Runways  1  departures. 

-  Pacifica:    Indicate  the  City  receives  overflight  noise  from  Runways  28 
departures  (northern  section  of  Pacifica)  and  overflight  noise  from 
Runways  1  southbound  departures. 

-  San  Bruno:    Indicate  the  City  receives  overflight  noise  from  Runways  28 
departures. 

-  South  San  Francisco:    Indicate  the  City  receives  overflight  noise  from 
Runways  28  departures. 

Include  a  subsection  on  San  Mateo  County  in  Section  3.2.    The  County  has 
applied  for  an  FAA  grant  to  insulate  approximately  45  single  family 
dwelling  units  in  the  unincorporated  Country  Club  Park  area,  which  is 
surrounded  by  the  City  of  South  San  Francisco.    This  area  receives 
overflight  noise  from  Runways  28  departures.    The  80%  grant  is  expected 
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to  be  awarded  in  the  1990/91  fiscal  year.    The  20%  matching  funding  would 
be  provided  by  the  San  Francisco  Airports  Commission.    This  funding  struc- 
ture is  similar  to  that  in  South  San  Francisco,  Mill  brae,  and  San  Bruno. 

5.  The  Noise  Monitoring  System  subsection  in  Section  4.3  should  be  updated 
to  include  the  five  new  noise  monitors  in  San  Francisco.    The  noise 
monitoring  system  now  consists  of  29  monitors,  two  of  which  are  located 
on  the  airport.    This  section  should  also  include  a  map  that  shows  the 
locations  of  all  the  noise  monitors  and  generalized  flight  paths  (Gap, 
Shoreline,  Runways  28  arrivals,  etc.).    This  will  help  the  reader 
understand  the  size  and  scope  of  the  noise  monitoring  system. 

6.  Chapter  5.0,  Ground  Access,  does  not  discuss  future  ground  access  options 
(i.e.,  BART,  CalTrain).    This  analysis  should  be  included  to  provide 
sufficient  input  into  the  long-term  recommended  plan. 

7.  The  Regional  Access  subsection  in  Section  6.5,  Circulation  and  Parking, 
should  include  maps  to  illustrate  regional  and  freeway  access,  including 
a  map  that  illustrates  the  two  Caltrans  design  schemes  for  access  to  the 
west  of  Bayshore  property. 

8.  Figure  10.15  in  Section  10.3,  Vehicular  Circulation,  does  not  indicate  a 
connection  from  the  new  exit  road  from  the  gound  transportation  center  to 
the  1-380  viaduct.    The  viaduct  was  designed  to  provide  a  direct  airport 
link  to  1-380  and  1-280  without  merging  onto  U.S.  101.    The  potential  high 
volume  and  traffic  existing  from  the  Ground  Transportation  Center  could 
significantly  impact  U.S.  101  without  the  option  to  connect  to  1-380/ 
1-280.    This  connection  should  be  considered  in  future  designs. 

Although  we  are  interested  in  the  on-airport  plans  outlined  in  Working  Paper 
"C" ,  we  are  most  concerned  about  the  off-airport  impacts  resulting  from  those 
plans  (noise,  traffic,  air  quality,  etc.)  that  will  be  addressed  in  the  EIR. 
We  look  forward  to  the  timely  completion  of  the  Master  Plan  and  comprehensive 
Environmental  Impact  Report. 


Sincerely, 


Planning  Director 


CMG:DFC/cdn  -  C1014159 


cc:    Supervisor  Mary  Griffin 
RPC/ALUC  Members 
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RESPONSE  TO  THE  COUNTY  OF  SAN  MATEO 


DEPARTMENT  OF  ENVIRONMENTAL  MANAGEMENT 


1.  The  requirement  for  additional  environmental  studies  on  the  West 
of  Bayshore  property  has  been  dictated  by  the  U.S.  Department  of 
the  Interior/U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  and  the  California 
Department  of  Fish  and  Game.  Additional  findings  on  the  potential 
impact  of  the  San  Francisco  Red  Garter  Snake  habitat  has  prompted 
further  studies.  As  the  Airport  is  presently  negotiating  the  scope 
of  work  for  a  habitat  conservation  plan  with  these  agencies,  we 
will  advise  when  this  study  will  commence  as  well  as  the  review 
process  to  be  followed. 

2.  The  suggestion  that  a  potential  noise  impact  may  be  created  by 
the  new  International  Terminal  Boarding  Area  A  should  be  addressed 
by  response  to  the  Notice  of  Preparation  and  Initial  Study  of  the 
EIR. 

3.  The  request  to  submit  the  final  approved  Airport  Master  Plan 
and  EIR  to  the  Airport  Land  Use  Commission  (ALUC)  for  consistency 
determination  will  be  accommodated. 

4.  As  requested,  by  addendum  to  Working  Paper  'C,  Sections  3.2, 
Airport  Environs  Cities'  General  Plans  will  be  updated  with 
verified  information  to  specify  the  type  of  aircraft  noise  and  the 
source  of  noise  for  each  city. 

5.  By  addendum  to  Working  Paper  'C,  the  Noise  Monitoring  System 
subsection  in  4.3  will  be  updated  within  the  scope  of  the  plan  to 
identify  the  five  new  noise  monitors  in  San  Francisco.  This 
section  is  only  to  provide  the  reader  a  general  overview  of  the 
environmental  setting.  Any  additional  information  that  would  be 
needed  to  evaluate  potential  impacts  will  be  provided  and  analyzed 
in  the  Environmental  Impact  Report. 

6.  Future  Ground  Access  Options  (e.g.  BART,  Caltrans)  is  mentioned 
in  three  sections  of  the  report  as  well  as  graphically.  The  BART 
extension  is  mentioned  in  Section  3.3  and  5.2  under  "Ground  Access 
to  and  From  Other  Markets".  Caltrans  is  briefly  mentioned  in 
Section  3.3  under  "Peninsula  Mass  Transit  Study". 

7.  Regional  Access  is  depicted  in  figures  1.1  and  5.1  and  on  most 
of  the  base  maps  illustrating  existing  conditions.  The  evaluation 
of  alternate  design  schemes  for  freeway  access  to  the  West  of 
Bayshore  is  not  part  of  the  scope  of  study.  It  will  not  be 
addressed  until  additional  environmental  studies  are  completed  on 
this  property.  However,  the  two  Caltrans  schemes  developed  in  the 
early  1980 's  are  briefly  mentioned  in  Sections  6.5  under  "Regional 
Access" . 
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8.  The  Airport  has  been  working  with  Caltrans  in  the  last  year  on 
the  conceptual  development  of  the  connection  of  the  proposed 
airport  access  roadway  to  Highway  101.  Modifications  to  figure 
10.15,  "Terminal  Area  Interchange  Improvements",  indicating  a 
proposed  connection  from  the  new  exit  road  leading  to  the  Ground 
Transportation  Center  to  the  1-380  viaduct  are  being  evaluated  with 
Caltrans.  There  is  preliminary  approval  on  the  concept  of  the  new 
airport  access  roadway  system  and  connections  to  Highway  101. 
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Aug.  17,  1989 


__     MARY  Griffin 

^an  Mateo  County  Supervisor 


Morris  Bernstein 
President 

Airports  Commission 

San  Francisco  International  Airport 

San  Francisco,  CA  94128 


Dear 


I  have  4-ecently  reviewed  Working  Paper  *'C"  -  Draft  Master  Plan 
and  would  like  to  coranent  on  one  aspect  previously  discussed  — 
child  care. 

X  am  dismayed  to  see  that  child  care  is  still  not  included  in 
the  draft  Airport  Master  Plan.    While  there  need  not  be  a 
commitment  to  on-site  child  care,  certainly  some  provision 
should  be  made  in  the  Master  Plan  concerning  how  child  care  will 
be  addressed  by  airport  tenants. 

Such  a  statement  would  only  be  in  keeping  with  the  general 
policy  of  San  Francisco,  which  requires  all  new  businesses 
locating  in  the  city  to  provide  statements  outlining  their 
provisions  for  child  care. 

As  you  know,  I  consider  child  care  to  be  so  vital  to  our  society 
that  it  demands  to  be  included  in  every  major  master  plan 
developed,  regardless  of  the  proposal. 

I  would  appreciate  hearing  back  from  you  on  the  question  of 
amending  the  draft  Master  Plan  to  reflect  this  pre-eminent 
concern. 


President,  Board  of  Supervisors 


cc:  Art  Agnos^  Mayor 

City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 

L.A.  Turpen 
Director  of  Airports 


John  Costas 


County  Government  Center 
Redwood  City,  Ca,  94063 

NORTH  CO.  873-1800  CENTRAL  CO.  573-2222  SOUTH  CO.  363-4571  COASTSIDE  726-5581 
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RESPONSE  TO  MARY  GRIFFIN 
PRESIDENT.   SAN  MATEO  BOARD  OF  SUPERVISORS 


The  Airports  Commission  and  staff  have  been  committed  to  the  need 
for  quality,  affordable  and  accessible  child  care  for  those 
employed  at  the  Airport.  We  recognize  that  this  is  an  immediate 
need  and  not  one  that  can  be  put  off  to  the  future.  As  such,  the 
Airport  has  been  an  active  participant  on  the  Child  Care  Steering 
Committee,  and  are  fully  pledged  partners  committed  to  seeing  child 
care  become  a  reality  for  employees  at  the  Airport  as  soon  as 
possible. 

The  Airport's  contribution  of  literally  hundreds  of  hours  of  labor 
and  resources  to  survey  needs  and  it's  participation  in  the  site 
selection  subcommittee,  charged  to  locate  an  appropriate  site  for 
such  a  facility,  has  been  in  the  spirit  of  our  commitment  to  solve 
an  immediate  concern. 

As  of  this  date,  survey  information  is  still  being  compiled  and  the 
site  selection  committee  is  considering  eight  sites,  of  which  only 
one  is  on  the  airport  (West  of  Bayshore  property).  This  is  the 
only  on-airport  site  that  would  not  be  in  conflict  with  the 
California  Noise  Standards  as  an  incompatible  land  use  within  the 
65db  CNEL  noise  impact  area. 

The  Airport's  commitment  to  the  child  care  issue  will  be  so  stated 
in  the  Master  Plan.  If  a  determination  is  made  that  the  most 
appropriate  site  for  this  facility,  and  one  which  can  be  feasibly 
developed,  is  on  Airport  property,  the  plan  will  be  updated  to 
reflect  such  a  facility.  However,  the  West  of  Bayshore  property 
is  specifically  excluded  from  the  scope  of  future  facility 
development  in  the  current  Master  Plan. 
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STATE  AGENCIES 


kTH  Of  CAUFORNIA— •USINCSS,  TIUNSK3HTATION  AND  HOUSING  AGENCY 


(EPARTMENT  OF  TRANSPORTATION 

IX  7310 

N  RtANCtSCO.  CA  94120 
5)  92»-«444 

August  18,  1989 


GEORGE  OEUKA^IAN.  GoMmor 


Mr.  Louis  A.  Turpen 
Director  of  Airports 
P.O.  Box  8097 

San  Francisco  International  Airport 
San  Francisco,  CA  9^128 

Attention:     John  Costas 

Re:    San  Francisco  International  Airport 
Draft  Master  Plan,  Working  Paper  C 

Dear  Mr.  Turpen: 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  review  the  "Airport  Draft  Master 
Plan  -  Working  Paper  *C*".    We  offer  the  following  comments: 

1.  The  proposed  Ground  Transportation  Center  and  Automated 
People  Mover  System  (APM)  appear  to  be  eligible  for  State 
Guideway/Transit  Capital  Improvement  fund  grants.    We  would 
be  pleased  to  provide  information  regarding  this  program  and 
the  application  package  mailed  to  your  office  last  week. 

2.  We  recommend  including  a  discussion  of  connections  between 
the  APM  at  current  and  future  public  transportation  carriers 
and  stations.    The  Metropolitan  Transportation  Commission's 
ongoing  study,  BART-San  Francisco  Airport  Extension/CalTrain 
Upgrade  Alternatives  Analysis/DEIS t  is  considering  various 
alternative  modes  to  serve  the  airport.    These  alternatives, 
including  the  OMTA-required  Peninsula  light  rail  alternative, 
as  well  as  the  role  of  CalTrain  in  any  joint  CalTrain/BART 
station,  should  be  noted  in  your  master  plan. 

3*      The  Optimum  Development  Schedule,  Figure  10.23t  indicates 

that  the  Automated  People-Mover  System  will  be  developed  from 
mid  1989  to  early  1994.     If  the  San  Francisco  International 
Airport  plans  on  applying  for  State  guideway  funding  for  any 
or  all  phases  of  this  project  under  the  State  Transit  Capital 
Improvement  (TCI)  program,  the  project  (each  phase)  must  be 
included  in  MTC's  Regional  Transportation  Improvement  Program 
(RTIP)  before  the  application  can  be  approved. 

We  would  like  to  me^t  with  your  staff  in  the  near  future  to 
discuss  the  impact  of  your  projects  on  Route  101  as  well  as  the 
location  of  an  overcrossing  of  101  to  connect  the  APM  to 
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Caltrain  and/or  BART.  Please  contact  Doug  Sibley  (phone  557-9193) 
to  coordinate  the  meeting. 

Sincerely  yours, 

BURCH  C.  BACHTOLD 
District  Director 


By 


cc:     Joel  Markowitz,  MTC 
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RESPONSE  TO  CALIFORNIA  DEPARTMENT  OF  TRANSPORTATION 


1.  The  Airport  has  received  the  application  package  and  has  had 
preliminary  discussions  with  Caltrans  staff  on  state  funding 
opportunities  for  the  People  Mover  System.  The  Airport  intends  to 
pursue  this  further  with  Caltrans. 

2.  The  Master  Plan  provides,  as  a  contingency  plan,  the  connection 
of  our  proposed  People  Mover  System  to  mass  transit.  This 
contingency  plan  assumes  a  connection  on  the  "West  of  Bayshore" 
property  by  the  Caltrans  right-of-way.  The  Airport  has  coordinated 
its  plan  with  M.T.C.,  and  will  monitor  the  results  of  it's  current 
mass  transit  alternatives  study  to  determine  if  a  change  is 
warranted  in  the    Master  Plan. 

3 .  The  optimum  development  schedule  is  dependent  upon  an  assumed 
time  of  Master  Plan  and  EIR  approvals.  Upon  actual  approvals,  a 
more  detailed  and  accurate  time  schedule  for  implementing  the  plan 
will  be  developed  that  will  guide  the  Airport  in  the  timely 
submission  of  funding  applications,  if  so  desired. 
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^  United  States 
i)]  Department  of 
^'  Agriculture 


Animal  and 
Plant  Health 
Inspection 
Service 


Plant  Protection 
and  Quarantine 


Western  Regional  Office 
9580  Micron  Avenue,  Suite  I 
Sacramento,  CA  95827 


August  7,  1989 


Ms.  Angela  Glttens 

Deputy  Director  of  Airports 

San  Francisco  International  Airport 

Post  Office  Box  8097 

San  Francisco,  California  94128 

Dear  Angela: 

This  has  further  reference  to,  and  confirms,  our  conversation  In  your  office 
on  August  3,  1989,  regarding  the  USDA  Plant  Inspection  Station  (PIS)  at  San 
Francisco  International  Airport  (SFIA). 

I  understood  that  the  Director's  Office  agrees  that  in  the  interest  of  the 
airport,  airlines,  customers,  and  USDA,  our  current  month~to*-month  lease  with 
American  Airlines  is  to  be  continued  indefinitely  as  part  of  the  overall 
realigning  and  relocation  of  passenger,  cargo,  and  maintenance  facilities. 

Should  this  not  be  a  correct  interpretation  of  our  conversation,  your  written 
clarification  is  requested  prior  to  the  next  steering  committee  meeting.  You 
also  promised  to  send  me  a  copy  of  "working  paper  C." 

Tou  asked  that  in  response  to  "working  paper  C"  I  summarize  USDA's  concerns 
and  recommendations  regarding  the  future  of  the  PIS  function  and  facilities  at 
SFIA. 

1.  At  SFIA,  the  USDA  Plant  Inspection  Station  handles  at  no  cost  to  the  air- 
port, airlines,  or  the  importers  over  3,300,000  pieces  of  nursery  stock  and 
plant  material  each  year.    This  is  airport  and  airline  revenue-generating 
cargo • 

2.  USDA's  ability  to  continue  to  provide  this  service  at  SFIA  means  we  must 
continue  to  maintain  adequate  Inspectional  and  fumigation  facilities  on  air- 
port property.    Without  suitable  facilities  at  SFIA,  our  only  choice  from  a 
regulatory  point  of  view  would  be  to  prohibit  offloading  of  any  nursery  stock 
or  plant  material  which  requires  inspection  and/or  fumigation  at  our  facility. 
All  such  imports  would  then  only  be  allowed,  entry  at  Seattle,  Washington,  or 
Los  Angeles,  California. 

3.  We  would  propose  the  airport  and/or  airlines  construct  for  USDA  use  a 
suitable,  permanent  PIS  facility  within  the  new  SFIA  cargo  complex.  This 
would  be  staffed  and  managed  by  USDA  at  no  cost  to  the  airport,  airlines, 
and/or  your  customers  just  as  we  do  at  the  present  time. 

4.  As  you  know,  we  have  an  excellent  PIS  serving  the  Los  Angeles  Airport, 
airlines,  and  customers.    We  are  in  the  design  stage  of  having  a  4,000  square 
foot  facility  built  at  Sea-Tac  Airport. 


APHIS  •  Protecting  American  Agriculture 


Angela  Glttens 

We  are  prepared  to  work  with  your  office  in  the  relocation/construction  of 
suitable  facility  at  SFIA. 

Should  you  have  any  questions,  please  call  me  at  (916)  551-3220. 
Sincerely, 


"Robert  H.  Nave 
Assistant  Regional  Director 
Western  Region,  FPQ 

cc: 

Richard  T.  Wion 
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RESPONSE  TO  THE  UNITED  STATES  DEPARTMENT 
OF  AGRICULTURE 

The  U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture's  comments  are  accepted  as  input 
for  the  programming  and  design  of  the  Airport's  cargo  facilities 
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US  Department 
o<  Transportation 


San  Francisco  Tower 
Room  603,  Airport  Branch 
San  Francisco,  CA  94128 


Federal  Aviation 
Administration 


July  14,  1989 


Mr.  John  Costas 

San  Francisco  International  Airport 

P.O.  Box  8097 

San  Francisco,  CA  94128 

Dear  Mr.  Costas: 

We  have  reviewed  the  Airport  Draft  Master  Plan  -  Working  Paper  "C"  and  offer 
the  following  comments: 

Page  3.1,  Section  3.0,  4th  sentence,  add  "Federal  Aviation  Administration." 
Page  10.2,  figure  10.1: 

We  feel  that  once  again  v/e  must  address  the  decision  not  to  connect  taxiways 
A  and  B  between  the  North  and  South  terminals. 

Currently,  aircraft  outbound  from  gates  72-75  and  80-90  encounter  lengthy 
taxi  delays,  due  to  the  single  route  from  those  gate  areas  to  the  primary 
departure  runways  (runways  01).    This  is  due  not  only  because  of  the  distance 
involved,  but  also  because  of  the  frequency  of  pushbacks  along  the  taxi  route 
blocking  Taxiway  A,  while  traffic  exiting  the  primary  arrival  runways 
(runways  28)  simultaneously  blocks  use  of  Taxiway  B.    Construction  of  the 
new  terminal  (at  the  current  site  of  the  United  Service  Center)  will  further 
compound  these  problems. 

Additionally,  aircraft  inbound  to  the  gate  areas  during  Southeast  Plan 
operations  (arriving  runways  19  or  10)  frequently  encounter  taxi  delays. 
This  is  due  to  traffic  blocking  Taxiway  B,  often  from  Taxiway  S  to  E  while 
awaiting  departure  from  runways  10,  and  traffic  simultaneously  pushing  back 
on  Taxiway  A,  or  outbound  for  departure  via  Taxiway  A.    Unfortunately,  there 
is  little  room  to  hold  these  inbound  aircraft  to  absorb  such  delays.  Also, 
during  southeast  plan  operations  (as  well  as  during  noise  abatement  use  of 
runways  10),  aircraft  outbound  from  the  South  Terminal  (especially  gates 
2/4/8/10/12/16)  encounter  long  taxis  to  the  departure  runways. 
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The  addition  of  boarding  areas  A  and  B  will  further  compound  these  choke 
points  and  cause  unmanageable  delays  to  aircraft  tha^  operate  into,  or  out  of 
boarding  area  F  and  what  is  now  called  boarding  area  A. 

From  an  operational/management  stand-point,  the  only  solution  to  this  problem 
is  to  connect  taxiways  A  and  B  between  the  North  and  South  Terminals. 

While  the  expense  of  constructing  the  taxiway  connection  would  undoubtedly 
be  expensive,  it  would,  in  our  opinion,  be  extremely  beneficial  to  our 
operation  and  the  operations  of  the  airport's  users.    Even  if  a  dual  taxiway 
connector  isn't  feasible,  a  single  taxiway  connecting  the  south  and  north 
ramps  would  be  quite  useful.    Your  reconsideration  of  this  is  greatly 
appreciated. 

Sincerely, 


Eddie  E.  Lewis 
Air  Traffic  Manager 
San  Francisco  Airport  Traffic 
Control  Tower 

cc:    L.A.  Turpen 
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us  Department 
of  Transportation 


San  Francisco  Tower 
Room  603,  Airport  Branch 
San  Francisco,  CA  94128 


Federal  Aviation 
Administration 


July  28,  1989 


Mr.  John  Costas 

San  Francisco  International  Airport 

P.O.  Box  8097 

San  Francisco,  CA  94128 

Dear  Mr.  Costas: 

Once  again,  we  thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  Working  Paper  C. 

Although  we  have  commented  previously,  we  would  like  to  add  the  following 
comments/observations/ recommendations: 

1.  We  are  concerned  about  tower  visibility  of  the  new  boarding  area  "A"  and 
"G".    If  visibility  is  restricted,  the  relocation  of  the  San  Francisco 
Airport  Traffic  Control  Tower  could  be  mandated. 

2.  We  request  that  Taxiways  A  and/or  B  be  extended  from  the  United  Airlines 
"Freedom  Area"  (near  Gate  75)  across  the  main  airport  entrance  roadway 
to  the  US  Air  "Freedom  Area"  (near  Gate  14).    This  will  allow  the  move- 
ment of  aircraft/ vehicles  from  the  northwest  to  the  southeast  side  of  the 
airport  (and  vice  versa)  v/ithout  affecting  the  operational  capacity  of 
Runways  28L/R  or  lOL/R.    This  will  be  especially  important  with  the 
addition  of  boarding  area  "G". 

Sincerely, 


Iddie  E.  Levns 
Air  Traffic  Manager 

San  Francisco  Airport  Traffic  Control  Tower 
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US.  Department 
of  Transportation 


San  Francisco  Tower 
Room  603,  Airport  Branch 
San  Francisco,  CA  94128 


Federal  Aviation 
Administration 


August  11,  1989 


Mr.  L.A.  Turpen 

Director  of  Airports 

Airports  Commission 

San  Francisco  International  Airport 

San  Francisco.  CA  94128 

Dear  Mr.  Turpen: 

Revision  of  San  Francisco  International  Airport's  Master  Plan  has  recently 
been  underway;  we  have  appreciated  the  opportunity  to  provide  input  on  the 
plan.    However,  it  is  still  my  belief  that  one  vital  suggestion  needs  to  be 
included— the  installation  of  a  new  taxiway  to  complete  a  circular  pattern 
of  Taxiway  A. 

This  taxiway  would  extend  from  a  point  near  the  west  side  of  Concourse  A, 
to  a  point  near  the  southeast  side  of  Concourse  G(proposed  site);  maps  are 
attached  for  clarification.    Although  the  placement  of  this  taxiway 
conflicts  with  the  current  site  of  two  car  rental  offices/lots,  the  main 
airport  entrance/exit  roadway,  and  possibly  the  Chevron  filling  station, 
it  is  my  belief  that  the  need  for  the  taxiway  is  more  significant  than  the 
costs  and  difficulties  of  relocating  (or  working  around)  the  conflicting 
sites. 

While  the  Master  Plan  may  call  for  the  placement  of  a  transportation  center, 
a  double  roadway,  office  space,  and  additional  short  term  parking  throughout 
the  site  in  question,  it  does  not  appear  that  any  of  these  are  important 
enough  to  forgo  construction  of  the  taxiway.  It  is  possible  that  there  may 
be  sufficient  space  to  include  both  the  taxiway  and  a  smaller  portion  of  the 
planned  structures,  utilizing  a  revised  design. 

It  is  difficult  to  conceive,  however,  elimination  of  the  main  automobile 
entry/exit  roadway.    Similar  difficulties  have  been  overcome  at  numerous 
airports,  such  as  DFW  and  LAX,  through  the  use  of  a  vehicle  underpass. 
Design  and  construction  of  this  would  certainly  be  difficult  and  expensive, 
but  again,  the  daily  operational  costs  and  difficulties  induced  by  the 
current  lack  of  the  taxiway  connection  are,  in  my  judgement,  costlier. 
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The  problems  aircraft  movement  operations  now  encounter  because  the  taxiway 
does  not  connect  cannot  be  overreemphasized: 

» 

1.  Aircraft  departing  from  gates  65-90  frequently  encounter  an  "obstacle 
course"  during  taxi  out  to  the  primary  departure  runways,  OIL/R.  This 
is  because  of  the  high  frequency  of  aircraft  pushing  back  to  start 
engines/disconnect  on  Taxiway  A,  and  the  difficulty  in  use  of  Taxiway  B 
to  maneuver  around  them  due  to  aircraft  exiting  the  primary  arrival  run- 
ways, 28L/R.    These  aircraft  are  constantly  delayed  due  to  pushbacks  on 
Taxiway  A,  in  addition  to  a  long  taxi,  particularly  for  aircraft  outbound 
from  gates  72-75,  81/83/95/87/89  even  during  light  traffic  conditions. 

2.  Aircraft  are  often  delayed  from  pushing  back  due  to  the  aircraft 
outbound  from  gates  65-90;  during  peak  periods,  this  can  be  lengthy. 
Critical  air  traffic  flow  release  times  sometimes  cannot  be  met  simply 
because  numerous  other  outbound  aircraft  have  no  alternate  route  past 
them. 

3.  Aircraft  exiting  Runway  28L  frequently  conflict  "nose  to  nose"  with 
outbound  aircraft  on  Taxiway  B  maneuvering  around  another  aircraft 
pushing  back.    Occasionally,  an  aircraft  cannot  clear  the  runway 
(since  it  is  in  such  close  proximity  to  B),  causing  a  go-around  for 
the  following  aircraft. 

4.  During  a  runway  10/19  operation  (fall/winter/spring  "rainy"  seasons), 
aircraft  await  departure  on  Taxiway  B,  from  S  as  far  east  as  Taxiway 
E.    When  an  aircraft  parking  within  gates  57-90  or  Butler  arrives  to 
Runway  19,  lengthy  delays  are  sometimes  encountered  due  to  the 
departure  lineup  on  B  and  other  aircraft  pushing  back/outbound  on  A. 

5.  Aircraft  from  within  the  USA,  PAA  and  other  areas  near  Concourses  A/B 
during  a  gate  change  or  enroute  to  a  maintenance  area/runup,  or  a  UAL 
aircraft  returning  to  their  gate  from  the  departure  runway  must  travel 
"upstream"  against  the  constant  flow  of  aircraft  outbound  to  the  runways. 
This  can  be  compared  to  an  automobile  attempting  to  travel  the  "wrong  way" 
up  a  one-way  street.    These  aircraft  could  be  taken  via  the  Taxiway  A 
connector  to  keep  the  entire  traffic  flow  clockwise,  if  needed,  reducing 
the  likelihood  of  the  significant  delays  these  aircraft  typically 
encounter. 

While  these  problems  are  "worked  out"  daily,  they  clearly  add  costs  in  terms 
of  delays,  pilot  and  controller  frustration,  controller  training,  and 
occasionally  safety  of  pushback  aircraft  and  ground  crews.    Even  short 
closures  of  Taxiways  A/B  for  construction  are  critical  due  to  the  heavy 
volume  of  traffic;  providing  an  alternate  route  (A)  would  certainly  alleviate 
this.    As  this  situation  is  causing  constant  problems  today,  the  construction 
of  Concourse  6  will  intensify  the  difficulties  significantly.    It  is 
inconceivable  how  this  additional  volume  of  traffic  from  that  area  could  be 
accommodated  without  the  proposed  Taxiway  A  improvement. 
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Your  consideration  is  greatly  appreciated;  should  you  have  any  further  need 
for  input  on  this  matter,  please  do  not  hesitate  to  call  or  visit  me. 

Sincerely, 


ORIGINAL  SIGNED  BY 

Eddie  E.  Lewis 
Air  Traffic  Mar^ager 
San  Francisco  Airport  Traffic 
Control  Tower 

Attachment 
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RESPONSE  TO  FEDERAL  AVIATION  3U>MINI8TRATION 


By  addendum  to  Working  Paper  '  C ' ,  the  text  describing 
representatives  on  the  Airport/Community  Roundtable  will  be  revised 
to  include  the  Federal  Aviation  Administration. 

A  line  of  sight  diagram  for  the  proposed  Boarding  Areas  A  and  G 
will  be  developed  and  analyzed  to  determine  if  the  control  tower 
visibility  to  these  areas  will  be  significantly  restricted. 

As  discussed  and  previously  responded  to  in  the  Response  to  Working 
Paper  'B',  FAA's  proposal  for  a  taxiway  A  connection  across  the 
Airport's  entrance  roadway  has  some  merit,  but  it  is  not  viable  nor 
would  it  provide  the  expected  relief  to  the  operational  congestion 
that  has  been  stated.  Possibly  there  are  other  more  viable  and 
productive  solutions. 

The  basic  problem  is  that  SFIA  has  a  horseshoe  terminal  complex  and 
taxiway  support  system  with  a  short  distance  between  the  terminals 
and  supporting  taxiways.  Nothing  less  than  an  increased  separation 
between  the  terminal  complex  and  the  supporting  taxiways,  providing 
room  for  push  back  operations  and  an  additional  by-pass  taxiway, 
will  solve  the  problem.  Unfortunately,  that  is  tantamount  to  a 
redesign  and  reconstruction  of  the  entire  runway  and  taxiway  system 
or  the  terminal  complex.  At  this  time,  considering  existing 
capital  investment  and  physical  constraints,  that  is  not  feasible. 

The  merit  in  the  FAA  proposal  lies  in  removing  the  aircraft 
operations  demand  of  certain  gates,  off  existing  taxiways  A  and  B. 
However,  the  benefits  of  the  FAA  proposed  connecting  taxiway  may 
be  overstated  and  therefore  nominal: 

1.  Taxiway  distances  from  the  majority  of  gates  61  to  90  to  runways 
IL  and  IR  would  be  approximately  the  same  distance  or  longer  on  the 
connecting  taxiway.  The  same  applies  for  the  majority  of  aircraft 
using  gates  1  through  46  going  to  runways  lOL  and  lOR. 

2.  Aircraft  departing  gate  61,  63,  65,  68  through  71,  76  through 
86  using  the  connecting  taxiway  would  have  to  contend  with  the  push 
backs  on  four  boarding  areas  (Boarding  Areas  F,  G,  A  and  D) .  This 
is  the  same  number  of  boarding  areas  for  aircraft  using  the 
existing  taxiways  A  and  B  (Boarding  Areas  E,  D,  C  and  B) . 

3 .  The  addition  of  a  connecting  taxiway  would  not  provide  a  one- 
way traffic  flow  (clockwise  or  counterclockwise) ,  as  stated,  for 
aircraft  operations.  To  use  the  FAA's  analogy,  unlike  automobiles 
which  have  an  option  to  use  designated  one-way  streets  to  prevent 
going  against  traffic,  the  location  of  cargo  and  maintenance 
facilities,  and  the  operational  patterns  of  the  runway  system 
preclude  exclusive  one-way  traffic  aircraft  operations,  as 
desirable  as  that  may  be.    The  connecting  taxiway,  in  itself,  will 
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not  provide  the  dedication  of  one-way  flow  on  a  taxiway  system  for 
aircraft  traffic  as  stated. 

The  proposal  for  a  connecting  taxiway  is  not  viable  even 
disregarding  cost  that  could  not  be  justified  after  evaluating  the 
actual  benefits  of  this  proposal.  Physically  there  is  insufficient 
area  to  develop  this  taxiway  that  would  satisfy  the  horizontal  and 
vertical  design  criteria  for  its  proposed  placement.  The  taxiway 
would  directly  conflict  with  the  airport  access  roadway  system, 
Caltrans  overpass,  ground  transportation  center,  people  mover 
system.  Boarding  Areas  A  and  B,  Pan  Am  facility  on  Plot  3  ,  and 
United 's  facilities  on  Plots  5  and  6.  The  placement  of  these 
facilities  and  structures  is  a  significant  element  of  the  Master 
Plan  in  providing  airport  access  and  passenger/airline  service 
facilities.  The  displacement  of  these  facilities  will  eliminate 
the  Airport's  ability  to  handle  the  current  and  future  demand  of 
air  travellers.  If  the  travelling  public  couldn't  get  into  the 
airport  to  board  planes,  there  wouldn't  be  a  potential  for 
congestion  on  the  taxiways. 

The  Airport  believes  that  the  FAA's  proposal  is  only  a  bandaid 
solution  that  would  provide  a  nominal  benefit  to  the  operations  of 
only  about  twenty  five  percent  of  the  Airport's  gates.  There  may 
be  other  solutions,  both  physical  and  operational.  Typically,  when 
physical  constraints  prevent  additional  facilities  from  being 
developed  to  solve  an  operational  problem,  another  means  of 
resolving  that  problem  is  by  refining  operational  procedures. 
Possibly  after  studying  and  analyzing  the  delays  and  traffic  flow 
of  taxiing  aircraft,  the  application  of  FAA  modeling  techniques 
such  as  SIMMOD,  can  be  used  to  generate  operational  procedures  that 
would  relieve  som6  of  the  congestion.  The  Airport,  and  I'm  sure 
the  airlines,  are  committed  to  work  with  the  FAA  to  improve  the 
procedures . 

In  conclusion,  we  cannot  at  this  time  consider  FAA's  proposal,  nor 
include  it  into  the  Master  Plan  for  the  reasons  previously  stated. 
However  we  will  continue  to  pursue  this  issue  with  the  FAA,  and 
suggest  as  a  first  step,  to  evaluate  the  amount  of  congestion  and 
the  impacts.  We  can  then  look  at  other  physical  or  operational 
solutions. 
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U.S.  Department 
of  Transportation 


United  States 
Coast  Guard 


Commanding  Officer 
Coast  Guard  Air  Station 


San  Francisco,  CA 
94128-5000 


(415)  876-2900 
(FTS)  466-2900 


11132 

15  August  1989 


Airports  Commission 
Mr.  John  Costas 
P.  O.  Box  8097 

San  Francisco  International  Airport 
San  Francisco,  CA  94128 

Dear  Mr.  Costas: 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  review  and  comment  on  the 
Airport  Master  Plan  -  Working  Paper  "C".     As  before,  my  comments 
are  provided  for  your  convenience  and  reflect  my  evaluation  of 
the  plan.     Coast  Guard  agreement  to  comply  with  any  plan  will 
require  review  and  approval  by  higher  Coast  Guard  authority. 

I  was  surprised  to  see  that  the  Airport  Master  Plan's  preferred 
alternative  still  includes  relocating  an  access  road  along  our 
seawall.     As  you  know.  Coast  Guard  and  Airport  officials  held  a 
series  of  discussions  last  fall  to  determine  the  feasibility  of 
this  alternative.     I  thought  we  were  progressing  toward  agreement 
on  key  issues,  when  the  Airport  focused  its  efforts  on  the 
implementation  of  another  plan. 

This  action  coupled  with  the  Airport's  recent  inactivity 
regarding  the  "preferred  alternative"  led  me  and  other  Coast 
Guard  representatives  to  believe  that  the  Airport  no  longer 
wished  to  pursue  it.     Due  to  the  Airport's  apparent  loss  of 
interest.  Coast  Guard  consideration  of  the  Plan's  "preferred 
alternative"  has  not  progressed  beyond  our  December,  1988 
meeting.     The  fact  that  the  process  was  interrupted  makes  it 
extremely  unlikely  that  implementation  could  be  achieved  within 
the  Master  Plan's  time  table. 

It  is  important  that  the  Airport  understand  that  we  are  generally 
content  with  our  operation  as  it  exists.     Many  do  not  see 
implementation  of  the  "preferred  alternative"  as  benefiting  the 
Coast  Guard  absent  "good  will"  considerations.     Our  cooperation 
and  involvement  was  born  of  a  sincere  desire  to  help  Airport 
officials  solve  Airport  problems.     It  is  unrealistic  to  think 
that  the  Coast  Guard  will  pursue  this  plan  without  active  Airport 
involvement. 
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Please  call  if  you  have  questions  or  need  additional  information. 
I  appreciate  your  efforts  to  keep  us  informed  about  Airport 
plans.     We  value  the  cooperative  relationship  that  we  share.  I 
am  looking  forward  to  working  with  you  to  improve  Airport 
operations . 


Copy:     CCGDll  (osr) 
MILPAC  (sp) 
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MAILING  ADDRESS: 


United  States 
Coast  Guard 


US  Department 
of  Transportation 


Ocinmander 

Maintenance  &  Logistics 
Ccmnand  Pacific 


Alameda,  CA  94501-5100 
Staff  Synibol:  (s) 


Ooast  Guard  Island 


Fhone:     (415)  437-3626 
(FIS)  536-3626 


11000 

17  August  1989 


Mr.  John  C3ostas 

Planning  and  Oonstnaction 

P.O.  Box  8097 

Scui  Francisco  International  Airi»rt 
San  Francisco,  CA  94128 

Subj:    Airport  Draft  Master  Plan  -  Working  Faper  'G' 

Blank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  review  and  canraent  on  your  Draft  Master  Plan. 
Our  ocnments  are  limited  to  property  issues  and  future  land  use  at  the  Ooast 
Guard  Air  Station  San  Francisco. 

Alternative  A,  page  9.5 

"...proposes  that  the  U.S.C.G.  station  be  relocated  to  a  site  off  airport 
property." 

This  statement  should  be  re-worded.    The  Coast  Guard  cwns  the  property  on 
vAiich  our  Air  Station  is  located,  so  the  Station  is  already  "off  airport 
property".    The  Coast  Guard  has  no  current  plan  to  relocate  the  Air  Station, 
and  unless  a  specific  plan  or  planning  process  is  prcposed,  cannot  ocsnment  on 
such  a  proposal.    In  any  case,  immediate  access  to  the  airport  runway  is  an 
operational  requirement. 

Alternative  A,  Fig  9.2 

"RELOCATE  USCG  OFF-SITE"  should  be  deleted  from  this  drawing  as  discussed 
above. 

Miscellaneous  Facilities,  page  10.9 

This  section  should  be  revised  to  reflect  the  currently  planned  fencing  to 
provide  unsecured  roadway  access  between  the  Ooast  Guard  Air  Station  and 
airport  property.    Althou^  the  Coast  Guard  is  willing  to  entertain  long  term 
proposals  for  an  access  road  at  the  seawall,  we  are  not  currently  studying 
such  a  plcin. 

lhank  you  again  for  the  opportunity  to  coranent.  Mr.  Lawrence  Wi^t  (437-3971) 
is  available  to  answer  any  questions. 


Cgpjf:  Office  of  the  Director, 

iScafit  1k:ar)cisco  International  Airport 
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RESPONSE  TO  THE  UNITED  STATES  COAST  GUARD 


August  15  letter 

The  preferred  alternative  of  locating  an  unsecured  roadway  around 
the  seawall  on  the  east  side  of  the  Coast  Guard  facilities  is  still 
required  under  the  Airport's  Master  Plan.  The  implementation  of 
the  current  plan  was  to  provide  an  immediate,  but  only  temporary, 
means  of  resolving  an  airport  security  matter.  The  preferred 
alternative  is  needed  for  long  term  airport  security  and  unsecured 
access  to  cargo,  maintenance  and  general  aviation  facilities 
planned  for  the  east  field  area.  The  Airport  will,  in  short  order, 
continue  discussions  with  the  Coast  Guard  on  implementing  this 
plan. 

August  17  letter 

The  reference  made  to  relocate  the  U.S.  Coast  Guard  facility  to  a 
site  off  airport  property  was  made  in  the  context  of  the  Airport's 
physical  plant,  not  in  regard  to  ownership  of  property.  The  Coast 
Guard's  comment  is  so  noted,  however.  Master  Plan  Alternative  'A' 
has  been  rejected  and  is  not  being  pursued  by  the  Airport. 

For  reasons  stated  above,  the  details  of  a  temporary  operation  or 
condition,  of  which  the  Airport  has  many,  need  not  be  reflected  in 
the  plan. 
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CITY  AND  COUNTY 


OF  SAN  FRANCISCO 


AIRPORT  NOISE  COMMITTEE 


1275  Market  Street,  Suite  1300  •  San  Fiandsco  94102 
August  18,  1989 

Mr.  Jdin  Costas 
P.O.  Box  8097 

San  FTcincisco  International  Airport 
San  Franciscx)  CA  94112 

Re:  Tdxport  Master  Plan  -  Working  Paper  "C" 
Dear  Mr.  Costas: 

CXir  Coranittee  offers  the  following  written  camientis  to  Working  Paper 
"C".  It  is  our  intention  to  appear  at  any  public  hearing  and  offer 
suK>leinent:al  or  additiOTial  contnents.  Please  advise  us  in  writing  of  the 
time  and  place  of  any  such  forums  at  least  ten  days  in  advance. 

CXor  interest  in  the  Master  Plan  and  Working  Paper  "C"  is  concern  with  the 
increases  in  overflights  across  San  Francisco  that  ajpear  inevitable  as 
a  result  of  any  implenentaticxi  of  this  plan.  These  overflic^ts  will  re- 
sult in  further  unacceptable  noise  emissicxis  and  present  safety  ccxisid- 
erations  that  are  not  addressed  in  Working  Paper  "C".  We  have  previously 
raised  these  cOTicems  in  written  and  oral  connents  to  WoiMng  Paper  "B", 
but  these  have  been  ignored  in  Wbrking  Paper  "C". 

Working  Paper  "C"  is  flawed  and  fatally  defective  with  respect  to  the 
areas  of  concern  to  our  Coninittee  as  summarized  above.  Our  Ccninittee  fur- 
ther believes  that  the  Master  Plan  and  associated  Qivironmental  Impact 
Report,  insofar  as  the  latter  is  limited  to  matters  addressed  in  the 
Master  Plan,  will  be  defective  in  law  for  failure  to  consider  the  air- 
side  impacts  of  the  Master  Plan;  i.e,  substantially  increasing  overflic^it 
numbers;  and  for  failure  to  coisider  measures  to  mitigate  these  inpacts. 

Working  Paper  "C",  SectJLon  1.0,  Introduction,  states  that  the  Master  Plan 
"is  targeted  to  landside  development";  i.e.,  airside  inpacts  are  not 
considered.  It  further  stiates  that  specific  issues  and  ocxnn^ts  raised  by 
interested  parties  have  been  incorporated.  On  the  contrary,  our  Ccninit- 
tee *s  written  and  oral  ocmments  to  Working  Paper  "B"  have  not  been  con- 
sidered at  all.  For  exanple,  the  map  on  page  1.2,  Figure  1.1,  excludes 
the  City  and  County  of  •  San  Francisco.  On  page  2.2,  the  ccmmunities  inclu- 
ded in  the  plan's  review  ocxiform  to  the  San  Mateo  Airport  Land  Use  Com- 
mission's "airport-influenced  area  boundaries."  San  Francisco  is  an  "air- 
port-influenced area",  yet  is  excluded  from  inclusion  in  Woricing  Paper 


At  page  1.3,  Figure  1.2,  the  schedule  of  tasks  listed  under  "Ehviron- 
mental  Planning  Tasks",  has  been  revised  substantially  since  it  appeared 
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in  Working  Paper  "A".  Most  notably,  the  tasks  "Mitigation  Measures", 
"Alternatives  To  Master  Plan",  and  "Growth  Inducing  Inpact"  have  been 
omitted.  (See  Working  Paper  "A",  page  1.3.)  What  work  has  been  performed 
with  respect  to  these  tasks,  and  why  are  they  now  excluded? 

At  pages  1.2  and  1.3,  the  relationship  of  the  Master  Plan  and  the  Master 
Plan  Eiivironmental  Impact  R^xDrt  are  discussed.  It  appears  to  be  inten- 
ded to  limit  the  EIR  to  matters  cc«isidered  by  the  Master  Plan.  Hius,  air- 
side  irnpacts  will  not  be  ooisidered  at  all  by  either  the  Master  Plan  or 
the  Master  Plan  EIR.  Our  Oonmittee  ccaicludes  that  this  is  a  fatal  defect. 

At  page  2.4,  \jnder  a  section  entitled  "Passrager  Forecasts",  Working 
Paper  "C"  states  that  "Airfield  capacity  is  one  of  the  more  pressing  con- 
cerns with  regard  to  future  growth  at  SFIA."  Yet  ciirfield  capacity  is  not 
defined  or  analyzed  in  Working  Paper  "C".  The  San  Francisco  Bay  Area 
Task  Force  Capacity  Study  of  SFO,  SJC  and  CAK  International  Airports  at 
page  20  of  the  December,  1987  Report,  defines  airfield  capacity  as  "max- 
iinum  number  of  aircraft  operations  (arrivals  and  departures)  that  can 
take  palce  in  a  given  time  ..."  Under  this  measure.  Working  Paper  "C" 
necessarily  implies  the  need  for  runway  additions  or  expansions  in  view 
of  the  forecasted  passenger  data  in  the  paper. 

At  page  2.6,  Table  2.2,  more  recent  and  presumably  avciilable  data  is  not 
utilized  in  forecasting  total  passengers.  1987  and  1988  actual  data  for 
international  enplanements  is  given,  but  not  for  Total  Passengers.  But, 
more  critically,  the  forecasts  are  for  passengers,  not  aircraft  oper- 
ations. We  ask:  why  are  not  TOTAL  OPERATIONS  forecasted?  Hie  rising  q?- 
eratios  are  v^t  impact  surrounding  oomnunities  with  noise  and  increase 
tlte  safety  ocxisiderations.  Hie  FAA  has  developed  cperaticxicil  forecasts  at 
SFIA.  The  December  1987  Task  Force  Study  referred  to  above  at  page  17 
forecasts  operations  at  SFIA  increasing  from  450,000  in  1986  to  525,000 
in  1995.  The  data  in  Tables  2.2  and  2.9,  inter  alia,  should  enable  a 
calculaticxi  of  the  toted  number  of  forecasted  operaticxis  annually  to  be 
developed. 

Ihe  tables  at  page  2.8,  Tables  2.10  and  2.11,  predict  an  increase  in  Peak 
Hour  Operations  from  126  in  1986  to  172  in  2006.  Hie  present  airfield  can 
support  only  103  operations  per  hour.  Uiis  103  figure  is  identified  as 
the  "practical  hourly  capacity"  under  visual  flic^t  rules  at  page  7.14. 
By  planning  for  172  operations  per  hour  at  peak  with  an  airfield  capacity 
oof  103  operations  per  peak  hour,  the  plan  is  embodying  a  need  for  addit 
ional  runways  or  runway  expansions.  It  is  also  stated  at  page  2.7  that 
"Airfield  capacity  at  (SFIA)  is  a  major  consideiration  in  the  future  dev- 
elopment of  the  airport.  Because  of  recent  increases  in  scheduled 
airline  operations,  the  current  runway  system  frequently  operates  at  or 
near  capacity."  Yet  the  proposed  Master  Plan  projects  increased  demand, 
is  intended  to  aocommodate  it  on  the  "landside",  but  ignores  it,  as  well 
as  tjhe  noise  aj^j  safety  consequences,  in  development  of  the  Master  Plan. 
Our  Gcmmittee  continues  to  eni(4iasize  that  we  cannot  see  how  potentiail 
airfield  alterations  ancb  additions,  and  the  consequences  with  respect  to 
noise  and  safety,  can  be  legally  or  morally  ignored  by  the  planners  and 
the  Airports  Gomndssicn. 

At  page  2.8,  Working  Paper  "C"  states  that  until  2006,  airfield  capacity 
appears  adequate.  Yet  Working  Paper  "C"  figures  cited  above  tell  a  dif- 
ferent story.  Moreover,  Working  Paper  "C"  iself  at  page  2.8  concedes 
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that  "delays  and  cxDngesticxi  will  ocxitinue  to  grow  ..."  and  then  suggests 
as  one  remedy  that  "additional  improvements  to  the  airfield  itself"  may 
result.  What  are  these  improvements  and  vAiat  are  the  airside  impacts  on 
the  residents  of  San  Francisco? 

At  pages  3.2  and  3.3,  Working  Paper  "C"  accepts  uncritically  65  CNEL  as 
the  valid  criteriai  for  noise  eissessment.  However,  in  a  recent  presen- 
tation to  the  FAA's  call  for  coninents  on  its  Part  150  Program,  the  Di- 
vircxmentsJ.  Protecticxi  Agency  stressed  that  the  65  CNEL  measure  does  not 
disclose  all  significant  noise  inpacts.  Hie  EPA's  comments  cited  the  b^ed 
for  a  single  event  analysis.  Hie  Master  Plan  is  remiss  in  its  duty  to 
criticsdly  assess  noise  irrpacts  cm  affected  residents  and  consider  mit- 
igating measures. 

At  page  3.3,  safety  gets  its  nominELL  comment,  as  though  the  planners  felt 
some  obligation  to  at  least  consider  it.  As  disclosed  by  a  recent  GAD 
Report  (Air  Traffic  Control  FAA's  Interim  Acticxis  to  Reduce  Near  Mid- 
Air  Collisions,  June,  1989;  GAD/RCED-89-149)  SFIA  ranks  second  worst  for 
1986-1988  in  terms  of  safety  by  FAA  measurements.  Working  Paper  "C"  does 
not  address  this  matter  at  all,  a  problem  that  can  only  be  expected  to 
worsen  with  the  projected  assunptions  iirplicit  in  Working  Paper  "C". 

Working  Paper  "C"  cites  at  page  3.10  the  Regional  Airport  Plan  and  notes 
that  Plan's  "policy  limit"  of  31  million  annual  passengers  at  SFO  by  1997 
due  to  noise  and  to  better  utilize  Bay  Area  airspace.  Yet  Working  Paper 
"C"  seeks  to  accomodate  over  42  million  annual  passengers  by  1996,  as  set 
forth  at  page  7.4.  In  moving  beycmd  the  limits  of  the  Regional  Airport 
Plan,  v*iat  have  the  planners  in  Working  Paper  "C"  dcxie  to  mitigate  the 
c<;iicems  about  noise  and  airport  utilization  that  led  to  the  policy  cap 
in  the  Regional  Airport  Plan  that  Working  Paper  "C"  now  discards? 

Working  Paper  "C"  summarily  discusses  noise  inpacts  eissociated  with  the 
plan  at  pages  4.1  and  4.2.  Effects  <xi  San  Francisco  and  its  resid^ts 
are  not  mentioned  at  all.  Stale  data  is  utilized:  the  April  to  June  1986 
CNEL  contour  and  22  monitors.  Significant  changes  in  runway  usage,  e.g., 
from  Runway  28  to  Runway  01  •  for  departures,  have  occurred  since  fourth 
quarter,  1986;  additional  mem  tors  have  been  installed  and  the  PADIS 
system  implements.  None  of  these  changes  are  discussed  in  Working  Paper 
"C",  nor  the  reasons  for  the  additional  monitors  and  PADIS  system  in  San 
Francisco,  a  serious  deficiency  in  view  of  the  further  inpacts  of  added 
operations. 

At  page  6.1,  airside  facilities  are  briefly  discussed.  The  noise  abate- 
ment procedures  noted  are  outdated.  Diere  is  no  mention  of  the  new  noise 
regulation  that  became  effective  in  1987,  or  its  impact  on  future  devel- 
opment. The  data  on  rS^y  usage  at  Tcdsle  6.2  is  outdated.  Die  28  Arrival/ 
01  Departure  usage  has*  been  about  85%  in  recent  months  as  disclosed  by 
the  Airports  Director's  Iteports  to  the  Roudtable. 

Again,  at  page  7.14,  Figure  7.23,  vAiy  are  years  1986  and  1991  only  shown? 
What  do  1996  and  2006  Idok  like?  What  are  the  graphic  consequences  of  172 
operations  at  peak  hour  in  2006,  v*ien  the  indicated  capacity  is  103  peak 
hour  operations?  It  would  appear  that  airfield  expansion  is  contemplat- 
ed. What  is  expansion  not  then  addressed  in  the  Master  Plan?  At  page  7.15 
airfield  capacity  is  stated  to  be  adequate.  At  page  7.13,  airfield  cap- 
acity is  said  to  be  a  major  ccxistraint.  Tliis  inconsistency  is  never 
reconciled  in  Working  Paper  "C",  vAiose  own  figures  lead  to  the  question 
of  how  the  forecasted  172  peak  hour  operations  will  be  met. 
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At  page  8.9,  under  airfield  capacity  discussion,  it  is  stated,  "Further 
ijnprovements  have  been  outlined  in  the  Task  Force  Capacity  Study  ..." 
What  are  these  improvements;  is  it  anticipated  that  they  will  be  imple- 
mented? At  page  17  of  the  Task  Force  Stu(^,  extsision  of  the  existing 
runways  is  listed  as  an  SFO  master  plan  item  for  1996  and  beyond.  Vtorking 
Paper  "C"  is  again  silent  on  this  matter  and  its  environmental  and  safety 
aspects. 

Our  Oormittee  concludes  that  any  master  plan  that  projects  and  accomo- 
dates "landside"  growth  without  ccaisidering  the  inplications  and  oonseq- 
u^ces  on  the  "airside"  is  defective  and  must  be  revised.  Available 
timely  data  must  be  utilized.  Projections  of  specific  runway  usage,  num- 
bers of  operations,  types  of  aircraft  pursuant  to  the  requirements  of  the 
SFIA  noise  regulaticxi  and  projected  arrival  and  departure  flic^t  patterns 
must  be  developed  and  analyzed.  Mitigating  measures,  where  necessary, 
must  be  considered.  Ihe  noise  and  safety  problems  that  cilreac^  exist  as  a 
result  of  present  c^jerations  at  SFIA  vn.ll  be  mutiplied  given  a  meister 
plan  as  proposed  in  Vtorking  Paper  "C".  San  Francisco  residents  are  grev- 
ioudsly  disserved  by  a  plan  that  refuses  to  concede  the  existence  of  a 
noise  problem  created  in  San  Francisco  by  operations  at  SFIA  and  further 
refuses  to  address  measures  proposed  to  abate  or  otherwise  mitigate  the 
the  problem. 


Very  truly  yours. 


Qiairman 


cc:  L.  Turpen 

Dep.  Mayor  Ho 


Supervisor  Gonzalez 
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RESPONSE  TO  SAN  FRANCISCO  AIRPORT  NOISE  COMMITTEE 


All  written  and  verbal  comments  previously  submitted  by  the  San 
Francisco  Noise  Committee  have  been  responded  to,  verbally  and  in 
writing,  (refer  to  "Response  to  Comments  and  Addendum  to  Master 
Plan  Working  Paper  'B'"  and  Mr.  Costas's  letter  of  June  16,  1989 
responding  to  Mr.  Treacy's  letter  of  June  6,  1989  on  Working  Paper 
•B')  . 

It  has  been  stated  and  written  on  numerous  occasions  that  the 
Environmental  Impact  Report  (EIR) ,  not  the  Master  Plan,  will 
evaluate  the  potential  impacts  of  implementing  the  Plan,  including 
Airport  noise  impacts.  Impact  analysis,  alternatives  to  the  Plan, 
and  mitigation  measures  are  in  the  scope  of  the  EIR.  Facility 
forecasting,  needs,  and  layout  of  facilities  are  in  the  scope  of 
the  Master  Plan.  In  regard  to  evaluating  potential  noise  impacts, 
the  official  Notice  of  Preparation  (N.O.P)  and  accompanying  Initial 
Statement  (I.S.)  for  the  EIR  states,  "The  EIR  will  analyze  aviation 
and  traffic-related  noise  impacts  of  the  proposed  SFIA  Master  Plan 
on  land  uses  within  SFIA  and  in  surrounding  areas.  Mitigation 
measures  will  be  discussed." 

The  EIR  is  being  produced  in  accordance  with  the  California 
Environmental  Quality  Act  (CEQA)  and  all  legal  requirements  under 
this  act.  Considering  that  the  draft  EIR  hasn't  been  produced,  the 
Airport  cannot  acknowledge  nor  respond  to  the  Noise  Committee's 
conjecture  that  this  document  will  be  "defective  in  law". 

In  regard  to  figures  1.1  and  2.1,  a  graphical  reference  to  the  City 
of  San  Francisco  is  indicated  in  the  left  hand  corner  of  the 
illustration.  This  section  of  the  Plan  sought  only  to  provide  a 
general  environmental  setting  and  inventory  local  plans  as  a  means 
of  describing  the  influence  of  the  Airport  on  these  plans.  With 
this  in  mind,  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  did  not  fall 
into  the  criteria  used  to  define  the  "airport  influenced  area 
boundaries"  which  are: 

A.  Cities  that  lie  within  the  65db  CNEL  noise  contour. 

B.  Cities  conforming  to  the  San  Mateo  Airport  Land  Use  Commission 
"airport  influenced  area  boundaries"  and  which  are  required  to 
submit  general  plans  to  the  ALUC. 

C.  Cities  that  lie  within  the  primary  extended  approach  protection 
areas . 

However,  in  consideration  for  the  concerns  that  have  been  stated, 
by  addendum  to  Working  Paper  'C,  a  brief  description  of  the  City 
and  County  of  San  Francisco  Community  Profile/Noise  Use 
Compatibility  elements  will  be  included  in  this  section  for 
information  only.     This  will  be  an  exception  to  the  criteria. 
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In  figure  1.2,  the  schedule  for  environmental  planning  tasks  was 
illustrated  for  informational  purposes  only,  and  those  tasks 
dealing  with  mitigation  measures,  alternatives  to  the  Master  Plan, 
and  growth  inducing  impact  were  erroneously  omitted  in  this  revised 
schedule.  These  tasks,  by  law,  will  be  undertaken  in  the 
preparation  of  the  Environmental  Impact  Report. 

To  reiterate,  there  is  no  intent,  implied  or  otherwise,  to  limit 
the  EIR  to  matters  considered  by  the  Master  Plan.  The  scope  of  the 
EIR,  (work  to  be  included  and  studied  in  the  Environmental  Impact 
Report)  is  being  administered  by  the  San  Francisco  City  Planning, 
Office  of  Environmental  Review.  Input  for  the  process  of  defining 
the  scope  is  through  the  Notice  of  Preparation  of  an  EIR  and 
accompanying  Initial  Statement.  The  Airport  Noise  Committee  has 
been  specifically  sent  a  copy  of  the  Notice  of  Preparation  and  the 
Initial  Statement.  Any  concerns  that  the  committee  wishes  to  have 
studied  in  the  EIR  should  be  so  noted  in  response  to  the  Notice  of 
Preparation. 

The  quote  referred  to  on  page  2.4  of  Working  Paper  'C  also  states, 
"the  constrained  forecast  describes  the  possible  effect  on  future 
passenger  levels  if  additional  and  restructured  airport  facilities 
are  not  available  to  meet  the  demand".  The  recommendations  of 
Working  Paper  'C  are  based  upon  the  development  of  a  landside 
component  of  the  Airport  Plan  to  meet  the  unconstrained  forecasts, 
understanding  that  there  may  be  delays  in  processing  aircraft 
operations  under  certain  conditions  in  the  future.  However,  as 
previously  outlined  in  the  Master  Plan  and  in  the  response  document 
to  Working  Paper  'B',  certain  airfield  improvement  projects  (not 
including  additions  to  runways  or  new  runways)  are  being 
implemented  to  minimize  delays  in  processing  aircraft  operations. 
Also  the  Plan,  by  rearrangement  of  certain  facilities  (e.g. 
relocation  of  general  aviation  facility,  thus  allowing  it's 
operations  to  use  different  runways) ,  will  enhance  delay  reduction. 

More  recent  data  for  passenger  forecasts  is  available.  However, 
since  the  initial  forecasting  was  done  approximately  two  years  ago, 
planned  passenger  forecasts  for  1987-88  have  been  realized.  In 
essence,  the  Master  Plan  forecasts  are  still  valid. 

Total  operations  are  not  forecasted  because  they  are  not  required 
to  determine  facility  development.  As  previously  stated,  peak  hour 
operation  forecasts  are  needed  for  determining  facility  needs.  The 
number  of  annual  operations  has  been  extrapolated  from  the  peak 
hour  forecasts  and  has  been  presented  to  the  public,  both  verbally, 
and  in  writing.  A  complete  analysis  of  annual  operation  figures 
will  be  covered  in  the  Environmental  Impact  Report  as  it  is  an 
important  factor,  but  only  one  factor,  in  determining  aircraft 
noise  impacts.  It  has  also  been  stated  that  the  annual  operations 
related  to  the  Master  Plan  forecasts  significantly  correlate  with 
the  operations  figures  forecasted  for  the  Airport's  Noise  Abatement 
Regulation.  The  Airport  Noise  Committee  has  a  complete  copy  of 
this  regulation.  In  other  words,  forecast  operations  related  to 
the  Master  Plan  are  consistent  with  forecast  operations  that  have 
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already  been  documented  to  the  public.  It  is  important  to  note 
that  the  aircraft  operations  will  continue  to  grow,  with  or  without 
the  implementation  of  Master  Plan  projects. 

The  increase  in  peak  hour  operations  exceeding  the  peak  hour 
airfield  capacity,  will  result  in  corresponding  increases  in  the 
average  delay  in  operations,  particularly  during  the  peak  periods. 
However,  at  what  point  do  passengers  and  the  airlines  elect  to  stop 
tolerating  this  delay  is  the  true  capacity  of  the  airfield,  even 
though  the  actual  number  of  operations  exceeded  in  an  hour  may  have 
a  practical  or  theoretical  limit.  Please  refer  to  Appendix  'A', 
"Airfield  Capacity  and  Improvements".  Some  potential  mitigating 
circumstances  or  consequences  of  this  theoretical  capacity 
limitation  are  spelled  out  on  page  7.15,  paragraph  1  of  the  Working 
Paper.  Some  improvements  to  the  airfield  to  mitigate  delays  during 
peak  hour  operations  are  indicated  in  Working  Paper  and  in  Appendix 
•B'  of  the  "Response  to  Comments  on  Working  Paper  'B'". 

The  reference  on  page  2.8  also  states,  "the  airfield  capacity 
appears  adequate  to  accommodate  all  of  the  scheduled  air  carrier 
traffic".  This  specifically  means  adequate  to  accommodate  all 
scheduled  air  carriers  exclusive  of  military,  general  aviation  and 
commuter  aircraft.  Since  scheduled  air  carrier  traffic 
accommodates  approximately  95%  of  the  daily  traffic  at  the  Airport, 
this  statement  is  valid  with  regards  to  the  accommodation  of  the 
annual  passenger  loads  forecasted,  disregarding  the  requirements 
of  commuters  and  other  airport  users  within  the  criteria  of 
accepting  some  additional  average  delays.  With  the  accommodation 
of  commuter  operations,  additional  delays  could  occur,  however,  as 
stated  in  previous  paragraphs,  this  may  not  pose  a  problem 
considering  the  difference  between  actual  and  theoretical  capacity 
of  the  airfield  and  the  implementation  of  those  airfield  measures 
previously  mentioned  that  will  reduce  delays. 

The  Master  Plan  acknowledges  current  law  dictated  under 
California's  "Noise  Standards"  which  identifies  the  criteria  for 
identifying  noise  impacts.  That  criteria  is  the  Community  Noise 
Equivalency  Level.  While  the  Airport  does  acknowledge  noise 
impacts  outside  this  criteria,  it's  first  concern  is  compliance 
with  the  law.  The  depth  and  breadth  of  noise  impact  analysis  on 
the  Plan  is  to  be  determined  by  the  San  Francisco  Planning 
Department,  in  scoping  the  EIR  to  conform  to  the  guidelines  of  the 
California  Environmental  Quality  Act. 

Disregarding  the  Noise  Committee's  terse  comment  on  coverage  of 
safety,  the  safety  elements  of  all  airport  environs  have  been 
covered  as  presented  by  the  cities.  The  Airport  will  be  responding 
directly  on  the  cited  GAO  report  recently  released,  and  our 
preliminary  findings  at  this  time  are  that  the  report  is  misleading 
and  erroneous  as  to  our  safety  record. 

With  regard  to  the  MTC  Regional  Airport  Plan,  see  "Response  to  the 
Metropolitan  Transportation  Commission"  and  "Response  to  Comments 
by  Speakers  at  Public  Meetings". 
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Updated  summary  data  on  CNEL  noise  contour  and  monitors  will  be 
included  by  addendum  to  Working  Paper  'C*.  See  Response  to  San 
Mateo  County. 

Section  6.1,  Airside  Facilities  will  be  updated  with  current 
information  for  use  in  the  EIR  analysis  of  impacts. 

In  figures  7.14  and  7.23,  the  years  1986  and  1991  are  shown  for  the 
sake  of  brevity  and  because  1991  provided  a  near-term  foreseeable 
time  frame  for  a  reasonably  accurate  determination  of  airfield 
operations.  After  1991,  the  forecasts  were  broken  into  constrained 
and  unconstrained  projections  and  rather  than  confuse  the  reader 
with  too  many  graphs,  the  1986  and  1991  time  frames  were  seen  to 
be  the  most  effective.  Please  note  that  capacity  limitations  were 
indicated  in  paragraph  3,  on  page  7.15  of  the  Working  Paper.  To 
quote,  "Under  IFR  conditions  the  existing  airfield  capacity  limit 
of  53  operations  per  hour  may  expect  to  result  in  an  unmanageable 
situation  for  the  forecast  levels  of  traffic".  As  mentioned  in  the 
previous  paragraphs,  capacity  for  passenger  carrying  jet  activity 
during  VFR  conditions  appears  adequate,  although  strained,  if 
enough  non-jet  traffic  is  displaced.  Additionally,  the  difference 
between  actual  capacity  and  theoretical  capacity,  coupled  with 
improvements  to  the  airfield,  as  previously  discussed  will  support 
the  adequacy  of  the  runway  system  to  handle  future  air  traffic. 

The  Task  Force  Capacity  Study  recommended  improvements  that  are 
consistent  with,  and  support  the  Master  Plan  Landside  Improvements, 
are  noted  in  the  Master  Plan  and  are  specifically  listed  by 
addendum  to  the  Master  Plan  in  the  "Response  to  Working  Paper  'B', 
Appendix  B". 

In  conclusion,  the  Plan  does  consider  the  implication  of  airside 
constraints  on  the  landside  element  of  the  Plan  and  candidly 
presents  not  only  potential  problems  but  probable  solutions.  The 
constraints  are  not  insurmountable  and  can  be  solved  without  the 
need  for  additional  runways  or  major  modifications  to  the  runways. 
Any  impacts  that  may  be  generated  by  the  implementation  of  this 
Plan  will  be  thoroughly  analyzed  in  accordance  with  CEQA  guidelines 
in  the  Environmental  Impact  Report. 
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■  BART  BAY  AREA  RAPID  TRANSIT  DISTRICT 

800  Madison  Street  -  Lake  Merritt  Station 
^^^^^V  P.O.  Box  12688 

■  ■  Oakland,  CA  94604-2688 
■^^^ipH            Telephone  (415)  464-6000 


August  18,  1989 


ARLO  HALE  SMITH 

PnESOENT 


NELLO  BIANCO 

VCE-PFIESIOENT 

FRANK  J.  WILSON 

QEKCRAL  MANAGER 


John  Costas 
P.O.  Box  8097 

San  Francisco  International  Airport 
San  Francisco,  CA  94128 


DIRECTORS 


JOE  FITZPATRICK 

KT  DISTRICT 

NELLO  BIANCO 

2ND  DISTRICT 

SUE  HONE 

3TO  DISTRICT 

MARGARET  K.  PRYOR 

4TH  DISTRICT 


Dear  Mr.  Costas, 

Pursuant  to  our  conversation  on  Friday,  August  18,  1989  concenung  the  San 
Francisco  International  Airport  Draft  Master  Plan,  I  would  like  to  suggest  that 
Chapter  10  of  the  report,  the  Recommended  Master  Plan,  be  corisistent  with 
the  previous  chapter,  the  Alternative  Development  Concepts,  and  reflect 
conceptually  and  graphically  a  possible  future  mass  transit  station  west  of  the 
Bayshore  property. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  review  the  Airport  plans. 


ERLENE  DeMARCUS 

5TH  DISTRICT 


JOHN  GLENN 

6TW  DISTRICT 


WILFRED  T  USSERY 

7TH  DISTRICT 


ARLO  HALE  SMITH 

8TH  DISTRICT 


MICHAEL  BERNICK 

9TW  DISTRICT 


Sincerely, 


Karen  Wallsten 
Senior  Planner 


cc:      Dick  Wenzel,  BART  Manager  of  Planning 
Office  of  the  Director  of  /drports 
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RESPONSE  TO  BAY  AREA  RAPID  TRANSIT  DISTRICT 


Although  the  West  of  Bayshore  property  is  not  in  the  scope  of  the 
Master  Plan,  by  addendum  to  Working  Paper  *C* ,  a  connection  to  a 
mass  transit  station  will  be  conceptually  indicated.  As  discussed, 
Working  Paper  'C  inadvertently  omitted  from  the  previously 
approved  preferred  concept  plan,  the  Airport's  contingency  plan  to 
extend  the  proposed  people  mover  to  a  mass  transit  station  on  this 
property . 
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317  8aa  Pablo  Aye*, 
KUlbrae^  OA  9A030 
September  69  1989 

Public  Forust  September  7$  1989 
fr«  Jessie  Braoker 

re.  Working  Paper  C  of  draft  Master  plan  of  SFIA 


Dear  WS/  AHXa  Membere  and  Airport  Staff  and  Interested  Arsons: 


dank  70U  for  the  opportunity  to,  oomment  and  ask  questions  In  ra^rd 
to  vozlcing  paper  0  BireSt  Master  PItan  of  8FXA«    X  personally  am  yery  : 
disappointed  to  see  so  ni^  of  what  has  already  been  built  being  deoided 
upon  to  be  torn  down—  aj^d  at  great  oostl    It  makes  me  thixik  of  little 
boys  playing  vith  Ereotor  Sets,  tearing  down  asd  building  baok  up  for  fun 
but  without  the  oosts  isyolyed  herein* 

The  eztensiye  relooation  and  reoonstzuotion  of  so  many  on-airport 
faeilities  seems  so  senseless  and  oyerly  expensiye  for  balancing  out  of 
any  possible  profits  to  be  made  beoause  of  the  ehanges  dictated  just  in 
order  to  be  able  to  handle  Future  Air  Tamffie  being  generated  for 
**Big  Business"  puxposes  in  an  already  oyer  eongested,  earthquake  prone 
area  with  Bbise  Problems  and  Future  Air  Pollution  (if  this  plan  gets 
earried  out)* 

Why  let  a  good  Airea  be  deliberately  mined  because  sone  seem  to  be 
thinking  of  Monetaxy  Q&in,  eyen  some  of  our  Elected  Off ioials  are 
trayelling  abroad  to  encourage  and  promoteibusiness  nhitix  in  ture  vlll  be 
Oause  of  an  oyer-oongested  Airport  that  nay  in  fact  haye  to  be  moyed 
because  of  the  oyerly  oongested  Air  Treiffio  Lanes  in  the  Sky,  the  Hoise, 
and  the  Air  Quality  ifhioh  can  no  longivr  be  tolerated  by  the  people  of  the 
Arsa  vith  Airport* s  enozmous  actlTity  vithin  bu^  an  already  oongested  Area 
Why  be  GreedyT  Oreed  has  iMen  the  oause  of  many  downfalls  In  this  world* 
Instead  there  «hould  be  more  increased  utilisation  of  other  aigional 
Alzports  regardless  of  possible  Monetary  losses*    Isn't  it  better  to  haye 
this  Aiziport  the  else  It  is  new  than  no  Airport  because  it  got  too  big 
for  all  Traffic  to  be  haa&led  in  this  Arear 

^page  3«7  —I  was  happy  to  read  **Alr  Passengers  are  drifting  away 
from  8Ftk  to  Oakland  and  San  Jose  Alrport8'*bnd  was  also  gPLad  to  read 
Oakland  and  San  Jose  are  now  getting  part  of  their  share  of  Domestic 
Frei£^t  Flints*    They  flihould  also  get  a  lot  of  Zntemational  Frelf^t  Fli^ 
It  is  net  necessary  for  SFIA  to  haye  to  **OVEH  GB0W**  it*s  Usage  Aspeots 
Potential  to  sezre  f rei^t  and  forelsoers*  when  there  are  other  reliey^r 
Aiiports  neaz^y*   Pezhaps  a  Use  Peroentage  oould  be  wozlced  out  and  agreed 
to  by  all  three  Aiiports  wozking  together  for  the  common  good  of  the  more 
than  SHillion  people  of  the  Bay  Areat  *-m 

When  reading  Table  2*1  page2*.3  it*s  easy  to  see  how  ridiculous  it  is 
to  spend  Auch  a  great  amount  of  money  to  bring  "BMBS  near  to  Aln>ort  when 
with  a  total  of  only  2^  of  people  frai  all  Counties  are  using  Public 
>  Transportation  to  get  to  Aizport.   Bren  after  Bart  is  built  the  projection 
is  for  only  6f  to  use  All  Public  Transportation  Nodes  to  get  to  Airport^^ 
and  that's  not  guaranteed* 

Page  3*1    reads*quote— *^Xn  order  to  address  the  Obnoems  of  neic^borlB 
Communities  oyer  Enyironmental  issues  seyeiml  agencies  are  woxking  togethez 
tinder  Airport  Ooomunity  B9undtable**'*unquote-«-  To  my  knowledge  nozie  of 
these  Aizport  Master  Plan  Documents «h«re  been  bzvue^t  before  the  Roundtabls 
vm  the  Drraft  E*X.ir*.  be  studied  thez^r 
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On  pages  2*11  nod  2«13t  ^6*  2»3»  It  appeaiv  you  are  goissg 

to  oeapletely,,  oliaiige  tbm  Xasd  ussQe  at  the  oarvent  Ssai  job  nuiilltles  BldgiiSf 

dertroTlBepiea  and  pnttiag  ixtja  tmt  Beatding  i^rea  A  to.  Mm  the  Siw 
mteznatlosfld'  fe^ralnaiL  aoi  a^aa  wir  Italvasre  without  putting  llbiae  eoxveninc 
8u^  as  Baffle  wme,l».rt  Beme^  ^/  or  Buildings  built  vith  Boise 
Defleoting  anl  Boise  Absox1>ing  Materials  as  flheilding  along  the  side  of  the 
Airport  frontage  Ibad  south  of  Bilton  Hotel  laut  Sast  side  of  Itoad*  This 
could  be  an  exeellent  plaee  to  build  the  new  BMoutive  Offiees  Buildings 
instead  of  where  you  are  showing  it  as  planned  for*    She  Pan  Mm  and 
Buildings  now  ser^e  as  flheilding  fo»  paa*ts  of  Killbrae*   With  the  tearing 
down  of  these  buildings  and  the  building  ot  Boarding  Arsa  H  and  the  new 
Taxiway  you  will  be  destroying  noise  ■he^dinp;  said  adding  yoisier  Usage 
whidti  will  in  turn  beoause  of  a  great  asMunt  of  added  noise  within  the 
City  of  milbrae* 


Are  you  trying  to  destroy  NiUbraaf'   I.  wish  to  strongly  protest 


sutik  gross  insensitiTity  and  pLjuatioe  you  will  be  ooamitting  against 
MillbrBe.    surely  the  State  of  oaiifomia  Nbise  Law  does  not  pexmit 
su^  additional  Nbise  Bneroaohment  to^be  deliberately  put  upon  one  Qityl 

Z  found  some  errors  in  the  dooument  I  .wish  to  bring  to  7our  attention* 
Fig«.  6  .a?— Airport  Qas  Line  is  shown  zumijji^  under  hoaes  in  North  Killbnt» 

Hll5K48nSa*SSsl^!lJ^f^ffi;*^®"  actually  the  gas  line  signs  are  on 

ftige  3*^  —in  rsgarA  to  Burlingaae-— reads  in  part"«»no  lianft  in  the  Olty 
lies  within  the  63dB  OXSIU   X  certainly  hope  whomever  wrote  that  will 
talce  a  good  look  at  the  63dB  Contour  line  liap  (page4»2»,  Flg«4»l}  to  see 
what  a  large  amount  of  Burlingaae  land  is  within  that  line* 

Page  6*23- — re.^Stora  Drainage^astn  Felipe/Lomita  Canal  does  not  oolleot 
stora  water  froQ  7th  Are.  area  and  go  to  San  Bzuno  Pumping  StatioV' 
Millbrae  Qsmal  does  not  interoept  xunof f  from  San  Felipe/  South  Lraita 
canal*   Water  from  San'Pelipe/South  Lomita  Canal  is  pyaped  (at  pump  station; 
into  the  Millbrae  Canal*   BoesAt   AlrpoVt  still  pioip  water  from  their 
Mof^^Y^ij  lands  that  ars  East  of  the  San  Felipe/  Lomita  Canal  into  the 
San  Felipe/  Lomita  Canal  yia  their  Central  Amp  Station  for  Drainage 
whi^  was  built  for  that  purpose  ^en  Mrport  had  their  Vest  of  Bayshore 
Landls  filledr   If  so  it  should  be  stated  thereix^.ea.sa» 

Page  3*^-' re*  Millbrae  Lani  Use  /koise  Compatibility—  Ihe  statement 
that  there  are  3  aibdivisions  exposed  to  63dB  CBEL  is  inoozveot*^  There 
are  at  least  g^SubdiTisions  of  Homes  within  that  so  sailed  65  to  70  db  QSEL 
line*  take  another  look  at  that  Hbise  Contour  Line  Map*    Ihe  amount  of  homes 
grossly  affeoted  by  noise  in  Millbrae  is  greatly  understated  in  this 
dooument*    It  also  enoompasses  nu^  of  Millbrae *s  Downtown  Area  »  Mills 
Hi^  School  Area  and  Homes  in  Hills  Both  North  and  Westerly  of  the  Hig^ 
Sohool  eto**—- -~unler  Safety  Element-~*8afet7  is  also  grossly  understated 
for  Millbrae*.   Qiere  is  no  Mention  of  the  possible  signifioant  hasard 
situation  created  when  the  Airplanes  hare  to  take  off  on  Rmvays  19  and 
fly  Tory  low  dir»ctly  orer  the  Millbrae  homes  and  the  dangerous  qui^  tuxm 
to  the  South  the  Planes  make  to  aroid  going  orer  the  Hospital^  Hi^  S^ool» 
and  Homei(in  the  Hills^  as  they  elinb  and  idiat  about  when  the  Planes  hare 
to  Land  on  Ilinways  Ift  and  XL  as  they  oome  in  from  the  Southwest  during 
Tez!7  bad  stems  flying  renr  low  orer  the  homes.  Hospital  bxA  SOhoolf 
Also  all  of  the  Ceneral  AYiation  Planes  flying  in  bxA  out  orer  Bayside  Nanm 
homes  so  lowT  these«are  macSi  more  of  Safety  Hazards  than  you  mention  in 
this  document*   AllJbrrors  should  Im  oorreotedl    (in  this  Master  Plan  a) 
copies  wiU  be  sent  to  Millbrae  City  Council  Slneerely  suUaltted 

Ban  franoisoo  Aizport*s  Commission  A  xj^  H 

San  Mateo  Co.  Board  of  Superrisore  THAa^  QeWjej 

AizDort  Community  anind  Table  Members    ii  -  147  0 


RESPONSE  TO  JESSIE  BRACKER 


Response  to  the  September  7,  1989  letter  presented  at  the 
Burlingame  public  meeting  is  contained  in  Section  III  "Public 
Meeting  Comments  and  Responses".  The  following  are  responses  to 
specific  corrections  requested. 

In  regard  to  the  location  of  gas  distribution  lines,  the  Airport 
is  currently  verifying  their  location  and  any  major  inaccuracies 
will  be  corrected  in  the  Final  Master  Plan. 

By  addendum  to  Working  Paper  'C,  the  statement  on  page  3.4  will 
be  corrected  to  reflect  the  65  CNEL  noise  impact  boundary  intrusion 
into  Burlingame. 

In  regard  to  the  Millbrae  storm  drainage  system,  the  Airport  will 
verify  the  noted  corrections  and  will  correct  the  Final  Master  Plan 
accordingly. 

By  addendum  to  Working  Paper  'C*  the  correct  number  of  Millbrae 
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Child  Care  Coordinating  Council 


OF  SATi  MATEO  COUNTY,  INC.  (4C) 


August   18,  1989 


Joanna  Ambrosio 
President 

Maxlne  Gonsalves 
Executive  Vice  President 

Betsy  Day 
Vice  President 

Karen  Hampton 
Secretary 

JBruce  Stimson 
|Treasurer 

Marvin  AuerbacK,  M.D. 
Joyce  Berenstein 
Pamela  R.  Culp 

tinda  Espinosa 
lary  Griffith 
R  B.  Jones 
Ruth  Kremen 
|i^arianne  Kristofferson 
Barbara  Montopoli 
Terry  Mullen 
plana  Okamoto 
iJoiene  Parkinson 
>Drothy  Sanders 
\nr\  Wilkinson 
Ronnie  Wells 
'lobyn  Ziegler 


dary  S.  Pefsche 
xecutive  Director 


affiliated  with  United 
Vay  of  the  Bay  Area 


Mr.   John  Costas 
P.O.   Box  8097 

San  Francisco   International  Airport 
San  Francisco,  CA  9^128 

Dear  Mr.  Costas: 

The  Child  Care  Coordinating  Council   of  San  Mateo 
County,    Inc.   is  already  on  record  urging  you  to 
include  child  care  in  the  Airport  Master  Plan. 
The  preliminary  results  of  the  child  care  needs 
survey,   distributed  to  employers  by  27  of  the 
largest  employers  at  SFIA  certainly  confirm  the 
necessity  of  planning  for  child  care  for  workers. 

You  will  find,  we  believe,  that  child  care  is 
directly  related  to  some  other  issues  already 
addressed  such  as  traffic  and  parking.  It  is 
possible  that  appropriate  child  care  planning 
might  help  to  alleviate  some  of  the  problems  in 
these  related  areas. 

We  trust   that   the  child  care  survey  results  and 
the  growing  interest   in  the  child  care  issue  will 
cause  you  to  add  child  care  to  your  next  draft  of 
the  Master  Plan. 


S  incer el y  , 

Mary  Sa  Petsche 
Executive  Director 


MP:BM 


1838  El  Camino  Real,  Suite  214,  Burlingame,  CA  94010    (415)  692-6647 
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August  15/  1989 


Mr  John  Costas 
PO  BOX  8097 

San  Francisco  International  Airport 
San  Francisco,  CA  94128 


Mr  Costas: 

I  am  writing  to  you  about  the  Working  Draft  for  the  Airport 
Master  Plan  which  an  employee  at  the  Airport  was  kind  enough 
to  lend  me,  as  she  knows  that  a  great  number  of  my  patients 
are  employed  at  the  SF  Airport,  and  that  I  am  a  great  Airport 
User  myself,  as  a  frequent  lecturer  around  the  country.  One  of 
my  daughters  is  a  flight  attendant,  based  in  Salt  Lake,  but  she 
lives  in  the  Bay  Area,  so  always  leaves  from  SFO. 

I  am  concerned  about  the  lack  of  planning  for  childcare  at 
the  Airport.  The  companies  that  I  admire  in  the  Bay  Area  are 
all  trying  to  do  something  about  day  care  for  their  employees, 
like  Apple,  Genentech  and  others.  You  have  more  reason  than 
others  to  be  concerned  about  child  care  for  the  people  who 
work  in  the  airport  related  industries.  Safety  is  more  and  more 
a  concern  of  people  who  fly,  and  we  know  that  if  employees  have 
their  minds  on  their  jobs  and  not  on  their  children,  we  are 
more  likely  to  have  safe  flights. 

I  would  not  ask  that  the  San  Francisco  Aiport  provide  child  care, 
just  that  they  should  recognize  that  child  care  at  the  airport, 
provided  by  the  Airlines,  the  Unions,  the  various  government 
agencies  involved,  is  a  most  important  priority.  I  ask  that 
you  do  not  continue  to  ignore  this  issue  in  your  master  planning. 
That  is  absurd  in  this  day  and  age. 

I  hope  that  my  concerns  and  the  concerns  of  others  will  be 
given  some  consideration  in  your  deliberations. 


Richard  C  Burns,  DDS 

235  North  San  Mateo  Drive 

San  Mateo,  CA  94401 


RCB/efd 

cc:  Airport  Director 

Office  of  the  Mayor,  San  Francisco 
Airport  Commissioners 
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^'fxriureui^  -te^yAuU^  Cin^^^aJd,    dyrK^UX.^ ,  ^Luu?C 
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II  -  151 


RESPONSE  TO  CHILD  CARE  LETTERS 


The  Airports  Commission  and  staff  have  been  committed  to  the  need 
for  quality,  affordable  and  accessible  child  care  for  those 
employed  at  the  Airport.  We  recognize  that  this  is  an  immediate 
need  and  not  one  that  can  be  put  off  to  the  future.  As  such,  the 
Airport  has  been  an  active  participant  on  the  Child  Care  Steering 
Committee,  and  are  fully  pledged  partners  committed  to  seeing  child 
care  become  a  reality  for  employees  at  the  Airport  as  soon  as 
possible. 

The  Airport's  contribution  of  literally  hundreds  of  hours  of  labor 
and  resources  to  survey  needs  and  it's  participation  in  the  site 
selection  subcommittee,  charged  to  locate  an  appropriate  site  for 
such  a  facility,  has  been  in  the  spirit  of  our  commitment  to  solve 
an  immediate  concern. 

As  of  this  date,  survey  information  is  still  being  compiled  and  the 
site  selection  committee  is  considering  eight  sites,  of  which  only 
one  is  on  the  airport  (West  of  Bayshore  property)  .  This  is  the 
only  on-airport  site  that  would  not  be  in  conflict  with  the 
California  Noise  Standards  as  an  incompatible  land  use  within  the 
65db  CNEL  noise  impact  area. 

The  Airport's  commitment  t  the  child  care  issue  will  be  so  stated 
in  the  Master  Plan.  If  a  determination  is  made  that  the  most 
appropriate  site  for  this  facility,  and  one  which  can  be  feasibly 
developed,  is  on  Airport  property,  the  plan  will  be  updated  to 
reflect  such  a  facility.  However,  the  West  of  Bayshore  property 
is  specifically  excluded  from  the  scope  of  future  facility 
development  in  the  current  Master  Plan. 
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MTC 

METROPOLITAN 
TRANSPORTATION 
COMMISSION 


August  16,  1989 


Alwnedj  County 
AiEX  Giuliani 
EowAiD  R.  Cammeii 

Comra  CcHti  County 

roieit  i.  schiooer 
Stevi  Weii 
VkeOtair 

Mafin  County 

RoiEiT  B.  Stockweii 

Napi  County 
FtEO  NECtI 

San  Franciico- 
City  and  County 
Doiis  W.  Kahn 
Hakiy  C.  Butt 

San  Mateo  County 
|ane  Baui 
Tom  NoiAN 
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John  Costas 

Assistant  Administrator 

San  Francisco  International  Airport 

P.  0.  Box  8097 

San  Francisco,  CA  94128 

Dear  John, 

Thank  you  for  making  a  presentation  to  the  ABAG/MTC  Regional  Airport 
Planning  Committee  on  August  4  concerning  the  status  of  the  Master 
Plan  Study.    Your  presentation  provided  an  excellent  overview  of  the 
main  recommendations  of  the  Study.    You  further  indicated  that  now 
would  be  a  good  time  to  comment  on  Working  Paper  C,  the  draft 
Airport  Master  Plan. 

First,  the  references  to  the  1980  Regional  Airport  Plan  on  page  3.10 
are  somewhat  outdated  in  that  we  have  revised  the  regional 
projections  of  air  traffic  growth  on  several  occasions  since  1980. 
While  the  latest  version  of  MTC's  Regional  Airport  Plan  has  a 
different  range  of  forecasts— 41  to  47  MAP  in  1995  and  49  to  59  MAP 
in  2005— your  report  correctly  notes  that  the  policy  limit  for  San 
Francisco  International  Airport  is  31  MAP.    This  will  be  the  case 
until  the  Plan  is  revised.    We  will  be  updating  the  Plan  in  1990. 

The  current  Regional  Airport  Plan  discusses  regional  issues 
associated  with  San  Francisco  Airport.    The  key  Issues  are 
highlighted  below  and  will  be  addressed  in  the  Plan  update. 

•  The  desired  share  of  Bav  Area  traffic  to  be  accommodated  at 
San  Francisco  Airport  vis-a-vis  the  other  regional  airport 
facilities.   As  you  know,  the  Regional  Airport  Plan  assumes 
an  increasing  share  of  the  region's  air  travel  will  be 
handled  by  other  Bay  Area  airports  as  air  travel  demand 
grows.   Adjustments  to  the  recommended  policy  for  dividing 
traffic  among  the  major  airports  in  the  Bay  Area  will  be  an 
important  outcome  of  the  Plan  update. 

•  Opportunities  to  enhance  regional  transit  service  to  San 
Francisco  Airport.    MTC  will  soon  be  studying  extension  of 
BART  to  the  vicinity  of  the  San  Francisco  Airport  and 
preparing  a  federal  Alternatives  Analysls/DEIS.  Upgrading 
Cal Train  service  will  also  be  evaluated  In  the  Alternatives 
Analysis.   Continuing  concerns  with  freeway  congestion  and 
air  quality  standards  In  the  region  require  us  to  focus  on 
alternatives  to  automobile  travel  at  major  traffic 
generators.   Rail  service  and  preferential  bus  access  to  the 
airport  terminals  offer  prime  opportunities  for  removing  cars 
from  the  freeway  and  reducing  parking  requirements  at  the 
airport.   Also,  recent  proposals  to  connect  Oakland  and  San 
Francisco  Airports  with  frequent  ferry  service  deserve  more 
detailed  Investigation. 


Joseph  p.  Bort  MetroCenter  •  101  Eighth  Strect  •  Oakland,  Ca  94607-4700  •  415/464-7700  •  FAX  415/464-7848 
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John  Costas 
August  16.  1989 
Page  Two 


•  The  effect  of  traffic  growth  on  the  airport's  noi se-manaaement 
program  and  the  regional  "noise  budget".    The  Regional  Airport 
Plan  contains  noise  "budgets"  for  individual  airports  which 
define  desirable  limitations  on  community  noise  exposure.  These 
noise  budgets  balance  requirements  for  additional  airline 
service  with  concerns  over  community  noise  impacts.    We  will  be 
reviewing  projected  community  noise  exposure  levels  at  all  Bay 
Area  airports  as  part  of  our  Plan  update.    Projected  noise 
levels  will  affect  the  traffic  allocations  in  the  revised  Plan. 

•  Traffic  and  airspace  management  issues  to  ensure  safe  and 
efficient  operations  in  poor  weather  (experienced  about  Bt  of 
the  year).    The  Master  Plan  notes  the  potential  for  large  delays 
to  air  travelers  during  poor  weather.    Previous  analyses 
conducted  for  the  1980  Regional  Airport  Plan  also  projected 
significant  delays  because  of  the  decrease  in  the  Airport's  IFR 
capacity  during  poor  weather.    We  will  be  reviewing  the  previous 
airspace  assessment  as  part  of  the  update. 

Thank  you  for  providing  the  draft  Airport  Master  Plan  for  our  review. 
Please  call  if  you  would  like  to  discuss  these  comments  further. 


Sincerely, 

Chris  Brittle 
Manager,  Planning 


CBirlp 
2137p/29-30 
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RESPONSE  TO  METROPOLITAN  TRANSPORTATION  COMMISSION 


By  addendum  to  Working  Paper  'C  the  range  of  aviation  forecasts 
for  the  region  will  be  updated.  The  Airport  is  very  interested  in 
the  Regional  Airport  Plan  update,  scheduled  for  1990,  and  will 
continue  to  work  with  and  provide  MTC  the  necessary  information  to 
accomplish  this  update. 
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STATE  OF  CAUFORNIA 


GEORGE  DEUKA^IAN,  Goymtnor 


SAN  FRANCISCO  BAY  CONSERVATION  AND  DEVELOPMENT  COMMISSION 


THIRTY  VAN  NESS  AVENUE,  SUITE  2011 
SAN  FRANCISCO,  CA  94102-6080 
PHONE:  (415)  557-3686 


July  19,  1989 


Mr.  John  Costas 
P.  0.  Box  8097 

San  Francisco  International  Airport 
San  Francisco,  California  94128 

SUBJECT:     San  Francisco  International  Airport  Draft  Master  Plan 
Dear  Mr.  Costas: 

Thank  you  for  sending  us  "Working  Paper  'C  -  Draft  Master  Plan"  for  the 
San  Francisco  International  Airport.  We  have  reviewed  the  draft  master  plan 
in  light  of  the  policies  of  the  McAteer-Petris  Act  and  the  San  Francisco  Bay 
Plan  and  have  the  following  comments. 

As  we  have  discussed  with  Mr.  L.  A.  Turpen,  in  the  past,  some  fill  for 
airport  use  may  be  permitted  under  state  law,  but  only  if  the  Commission  can 
find  that  there  is  no  way  to  accommodate  the  airport  use  at  an  existing  upland 
site,  that  the  fill  is  the  minimum  amount  necessary,  and  that  the  fill  is 
designed  so  as  to  minimize  its  harmful  impacts  on  the  fish  and  wildlife 
resources  of  the  Bay.    Also,  we  believe  that  fill  to  increase  the  capacity  at 
an  airport  can  be  permitted  unless  there  is  no  remaining  capacity  at  any 
remaining  Bay  Area  airport  and  there  is  no  upland  location  for  a  new  airport. 
Finally,  the  Commission  has  a  longstanding  policy  that  airport  noise  impacts 
do  not  constitute  sufficient  grounds  to  fill  the  Bay. 

In  reviewing  the  facilities  proposed  as  part  of  the  draft  roaster  plan,  we 
were  pleased  that  no  fill  in  the  Bay  is  being  proposed  for  runway  facilities 
to  increase  airport  capacity  or  reduce  noise  problems  resulting  from  airport 
operations.    As  a  result,  serious  conflicts  with  the  Commission's  policies 
will  be  avoided.    However,  we  noted  that  some  fill  in  the  Bay  may  be  proposed 
in  the  future  for  a  seaplane  dock  and  for  possible  passenger  and  freight  ferry 
service.    These  uses  appear  to  be  consistent  with  the  Commission's  requirement 
that  only  water-oriented  uses  be  placed  on  fill,  but  the  specific  designs  and 
potential  impacts  of  such  facilities  will  have  to  be  addressed  when  more 
details  are  available. 

If  you  have  any  questions,  or  wish  further  information,  please  let  me  know. 

Very  truly  yours, 

STEVEN  A.  MCADAM 

Assistant  Executive  Director  for 
Governmental  Affairs 

SAM/sm 

cc:  Mr.  Louis  A.  Turpen,  Director  of  Airports 


II  -  156 


RESPONSE  TO  SAN  FRANCISCO  BAY 
CONSERVATION  AND  DEVELOPMENT  COMMISSION 


No  response  necessary, 
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SECTION  III 


PUBLIC  MEETING  COMMENTS  MJD  RESPONSES 


Two  public  meetings  were  held  to  hear  comments  on  the  Master  Plan, 
Working  Paper  'C.  The  first  meeting,  sponsored  by  the  Airports 
Commission  staff  was  held  on  September  5,  1989  at  8:00  p.m.  in  San 
Francisco  City  Hall.  The  second  meeting,  sponsored  by  the  staff 
and  the  San  Mateo  Regional  Planning  Committee/Airport  Land  Use 
Commission  was  held  in  Burlingame  City  Hall.  Following  are  the 
minutes  of  both  meetings  and  response  to  comments. 
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COMMENTS  BY  SPEAKERS  AT  PUBLIC  MEETING 


September  5.  1989.  San  Francisco  Citv  Hall 


1.     Timothy  Treacv  (S.F.  Airport  Noise  Committee); 

A.  San  Francisco  Noise  Committee  was  established  by  the  Board 
of  Supervisors  in  January  1987.  Committee  meets  at  7:00 
p.m.  on  the  second  Wednesday  of  every  month.  All  invited 
to  attend. 

B.  Working  Paper  C  considers  future  growth  and  ways  of  dealing 
with  it  only  on  the  land-side  aspect.  It  excludes  the  air 
side.,  namely,  the  increase  in  flights,  which  is  the  concern 
of  most  of  the  people  here. 

C.  Noise  impact  in  San  Francisco  is  not  mentioned.  Existing 
data  from  noise  monitors  shows  that  San  Francisco  is  now  as 
noisy  as  many  areas  of  the  Peninsula,  yet  this  report 
excludes  San  Francisco. 

D.  In  early  1987,  FAA  shifted  flight  patterns.  Working  Paper 
C  does  not  address  this  problem. 

E.  Working  Paper  C  failed  to  address  the  impact  of  the 
forecasted  passenger  growth.  It  does  not  address  where  the 
additional  flights  will  come  from,  or  how  they  will  be 
handled. 

F.  There  is  a  regional  airport  plan  which  sets  desirable 
limits  for  the  SFO.  Airport  has  projected  a  demand  that 
exceeds  this  recommendation. 

G.  If  the  Master  Plan  is  implemented,  there  will  have  to  be 
additional  runway  capacity.    This  is  not  addressed. 

H.  Initial  document  of  the  EIR  has  now  been  issued.  We  will 
respond  in  another  two  weeks.  Since  the  EIR  ties  itself  to 
the  Master  Plan,  it  apparently  does  not  plan  to  address  the 
environmental  problems  that  are  going  to  occur.  The  Plan 
is  defective  in  that  regard.  Airport  has  ethical  and  moral 
duty  to  consider  what  it  is  doing  to  the  people  of  San 
Francisco. 

I.  GAO  has  pointed  out  that  SFO  is  the  second  least  safe 
airport  in  the  U.S.  This  report  has  been  suppressed.  How 
can  Airport  send  hundreds,  perhaps  thousands  of  additional 
flights  over  San  Francisco  and  ignoring  both  the  noise 
problem  and  the  safety  problem. 

J.  The  Plan  identified  safety  measures  that  have  been  in  place 
for  the  Peninsula  that  go  back  historically,  but  not 
consideration  given  to  San  Francisco.      This    is   a  very 
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serious  shortcoming  and  perhaps  a  legal  defect 


K.  I'm  disappointed  that  none  of  the  Commissioners  sees  fit  to 
hear  the  public  express  their  concern. 

L.  We  worked  with  the  Airport  in  good  faith,  submitting 
written  and  oral  comments,  but  these  were  ignored  in 
Working  Paper  C. 

M.  We  continue  to  register  our  protest  to  the  fact  that 
Airport  has  ignored  the  residents  of  San  Francisco. 


2.     Charles  Kroupa  fS.F.  Airport  Noise  Committee); 

A.  The  justification  of  expanding  the  airport  is  based  upon 
simple  extrapolations  of  census  data  and  bare  common 
economic  data  saying  that  because  Bay  Area  has  grown  in  the 
past  and  therefore  will  continue  to  grow  in  the  future  and 
we  must  accommodate  it.  There  is  no  study  of  why  the 
airport  needs  to  be  expanded,  by  what  degree,  by  what  form, 
how  much  additional  air  cargo,  passengers,  where  they  are 
going,  and  where  they  are  coming  from. 

B.  It  is  imperative  that  we  study  the  economy  of  the  bay 
region,  the  western  U.S.,  and  the  Pacific  Rim. 

C.  There  is  no  analysis  of  flight  patterns  through  the  Bay 
Region,  how  that  will  affect  the  air  traffic  at  other 
airports. 

D.  There  is  no  mention  of  expansion  plans  of  other  airports 
and  the  impact  that  they  might  have  on  SFO. 

E.  There  is  no  examination  of  alternatives  to  air  traffic, 
such  as  improved  highways  or  rail  transport. 

F.  There  is  no  examination  of  disseminating  air  cargo  to  other 
airports . 


3.     Bruno  Bernasconi  fPortola  District); 

A.  We  have  been  complaining  about  aircraft  noise  for  many 
years.  I  don't  see  how  this  noise  will  disappear  by  adding 
an  additional  runway.  You  are  also  chewing  up  the  Bay  for 
monetary  greed. 

B.  Traffic  to  and  from  the  Airport  is  outrageous.  Adding 
runways  will  increase  flights. 

C.  Flights  fly  over  our  home  all  hours  of  the  day  and  night, 
waking  us  up  at  all  hours.  This  cannot  be  eliminated  by 
having  more  capacity  at  the  Airport.    All  it  is  is  greed. 
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D.  Airport  does  not  care  for  the  safety,  health,  and  well- 
being  of  San  Franciscans. 

E.  We  are  simply  asking  for  a  peaceful  environment.  The  noise 
is  outrageous  now.  How  is  it  going  to  be  later  when  there 
are  more  flights? 


4.     Malcolm  McCorkle  (St.  Francis  Woods); 

A.  Although  noise  is  not  a  part  of  the  Master  Plan,  there  is 
a  noise  problem.  A  proper  plan  will  have  to  show  where  the 
planes  are  going. 

B.  Master  Plan  needs  to  be  coordinated  with  FAA  in  order  to 
know  what  noise  impact  is. 

C.  Without  knowing  where  the  planes  are  going,  one  cannot 
prepare  an  EIR. 


5.     Curt  Holzinaer  fS.F.  Airport  Noise  Committee) ; 

A.  The  Plan  does  not  indicate  how  many  flights  will  be 
generated  by  projecting  a  near  doubling  of  passengers. 

B.  How  can  we  conduct  an  environmental  review  if  you  don't 
tell  us  how  many  flights  nor  the  fleet  mix?  We  have  read 
the  preliminary  draft  EIR  and  this  information  is  not 
there.  We  mentioned  it  in  Working  Papers  A  and  B  and  time 
and  time  again. 


6.     Timothy  Treacv  fS.F.  Airport  Noise  Committee); 

A.  We  don't  anticipate  that  the  City  Planning  Department  will 
go  beyond  the  Plan  and  address  the  impact  of  additional 
operations . 


7.     Dor ice  Murphy; 

A.  The  three  Working  Papers  did  not  discuss  noise  over  San 
Francisco.    This  noise  is  driving  us  crazy. 

B.  If  we  are  going  to  increase  the  passenger  traffic  from  21 
million  to  over  50  million,  where  are  the  additional 
runways?  Since  the  new  runways  cannot  be  in  Foster  City, 
they  must  be  in  the  bay,  killing  the  bay. 

C.  The  weakest  point  of  the  Working  Papers  is  that  they  do  not 
collaborate  with  the  other  two  airports  of  the  Bay  Area. 
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D.  Planes  are  flying  over  my  house.     I  swear  they  are  coining 
into  my  bedroom. 

E.  San  Francisco  was  here  before  the  Airport.      We  are  not 
going  anywhere,  but  the  Airport  is  going  over  our  heads. 


8.     Curt  Holzinaer  fS.F.  Airport  Noise  Committee); 

A.  San  Francisco  has  stated  time  and  time  again  that  we  have 
a  single  event  problem.  The  Plan  mentioned  Colma,  Foster 
City,  Daly  City,  San  Mateo,  San  Bruno,  but  excluded  San 
Francisco. 

B.  Is  there  some  way  we  can  provide  input  when  the  Airport  is 
writing  the  section  on  noise?  Can  we  be  sent  a  draft  for 
review? 


9.     David  Deakin  (Parkview  Height); 

A.    I  expect  San  Francisco  to  be  treated  the  same  as  any  other 
city. 


10.     Marvin  Snow  (East  Bav  Quiet  Skies  Committee) ; 

A.  The  East  Bay  Quiet  Skies  Committee  has  over  200  members 
representing  Albany,  Berkeley,  El  Cerito,  Lafayette, 
Martinez,  Oakland,  Orinda,  Pleasant  Hill  and  Richmond. 
Group  was  formed  in  1987  in  response  to  increased  over- 
flight problem  in  the  East  Bay.  We  are  concerned  that  the 
expansion  of  SFO  will  further  complicate  the  problem  in  the 
East  Bay. 

B.  The  East  Bay  deserves  attention  since  we  live  under  the 
flight  paths  of  a  large  percentage  of  SFO's  traffic.  The 
East  Bay  (including  Walnut  Creek  and  Orinda) ,  as  well  as 
San  Francisco,  should  be  included  in  the  Plan. 

C.  Hundred  of  East  Bay  citizens  have  exactly  the  same 
complaints  as  the  San  Francisco  residents. 

D.  SFO  generates  the  overwhelming  majority  of  the  traffic  over 
the  East  Bay,  although  some  are  from  the  Naval  Air  Facility 
of  Alameda. 


11.    Timothv  Treacy  fS.F.  Airport  Noise  Committee); 

A.  The  fundamental  flaw  in  this  Plan  is  that  it  addresses 
facilities  only,  and  allowing  the  Airport  to  address  the 
environmental  impacts  when  it  gets  to  the  EIR. 
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12.  Ramona  Albright  fJSE  Committee  of  the  Coalition  of  S.F. 
Neighborhoods) ; 

A.  Consensus  derived  from  neighbors  from  Pacifica,  Peninsula, 
all  points  all  around  the  East  Bay  have  not  been  conveyed. 

B.  The  Airport  is  planning  to  double  the  capacity,  but  where 
is  our  input? 

C.  If  people  from  Pacifica  and  the  Peninsula  were  here,  they 
would  point  out  the  same  problem  as  the  people  did  here. 
How  can  the  Airport  consider  expansion  with  the  traffic, 
pollution,  and  noise  problems  we  have  now? 


13.     Andy  Nash  (S.F.  Tomorrow): 

A.  We  are  concerned  with  several  environmental  issues  — 
noise,  ground  access,  parking.  We  want  more  people  to  use 
public  transit  and  have  the  Airport  pay  for  that  transit. 

B.  We  are  concerned  about  the  number  of  operations  and  impacts 
of  additional  runways. 

C.  We  want  to  see  how  San  Francisco  works  with  the  other 
airports  in  the  region  and  consider  alternative  airport 
locations  or  alternative  travel  methods. 

D.  We  are  also  concerned  with  the  process  because  we  did  not 
receive  a  copy  of  the  Master  Plan. 

E.  We  want  to  make  sure  that  the  environmental  issues  we've 
raised  are  addressed  in  the  EIR,  that  alternatives  are 
considered,  and  that  the  EIR  process  is  properly  carried 
out. 


14.     Someone  from  the  floor: 

A.   The  Sierra  Club  did  not  receive  a  copy  of  the  Master  Plan. 


15.  Margaret  Verges  (Coalition  for  S.F.  Neighborhoods.  Presidio 
Ave.  Association  of  Concerned  Neighbors,  and  others) : 

A.  According  to  the  California  Environmental  Quality  Act,  the 
Airport  must  include  all  information  on  legitimate  queries 
by  the  public  during  the  EIR  process.  Those  queries 
include  San  Francisco,  East  Bay,  and  all  municipal  areas 
and  their  suburban  areas. 

B.  Who  is  the  lead  agent  for  the  EIR? 


Ill  -  6 


C.  At  the  Round  Table  meetings,  we  requested  that  the  EIR  and 
any  document  related  to  airport  expansion  include  not  only 
the  noise  in  the  decibel  range  monitored,  but  also  its 
impact  on  people,  shoreline  birds,  nesting  habitats, 
mammals. 

D.  Most  airports  are  waste  receptacles  for  potential  spills  of 
hazardous  materials.    This  issue  should  be  addressed. 

E.  The  type  of  material  for  ground  fill,  potential  impact  on 
aquifer  and  moving  water,  and  a  historical  review  of  the 
use  of  the  property  should  be  addressed. 

F.  We  should  look  into  Indian  habitat  and  traditional  habitat. 

G.  The  Master  Plan  is  deficient  since  the  above  points  are  not 
included.  If  the  Airport  is  using  the  Master  Plan  to 
influence  the  environmental  review  process,  it  is  contrary 
to  CEQA  and  a  matter  of  concern. 

H.  If  the  Plan  is  a  general  purpose  statement  of  a  fiscal 
need,  it  is  inadequate  and  does  not  address  the  needs  of 
the  community.  Addressing  the  needs  of  the  international 
traveler  is  not  adequate. 

I.  The  Airport  needs  to  discuss  the  interface  with  the  San 
Jose  Airport  and  the  Oakland  Airport  so  that  we  can  address 
the  environmental  impacts. 


16.  Carol  Gamble  fS.F.  Airport  Noise  Committee.  Embarcadero 
Association) : 

A.  With  the  projected  increase  in  capacity,  where  are  the 
runways?    How  are  we  going  to  handle  the  additional  planes? 

B.  The  Airport  has  undertaken  serious  studies  to  determine  the 
feasibility  of  expanding  the  runways.  These  studies  have 
been  intentionally  omitted  from  this  document. 

C.  The  need  for  additional  runway  capacity  is  implicit.  But 
the  Airport  omitted  the  increase  in  runway  capacity  because 
of  the  pressure  from  the  communities  surrounding  the 
Airport  to  complete  the  Master  Plan  so  that  these 
communities  can  complete  their  own  planning. 

D.  The  Airport  plans  to  build  the  terminals,  then  add  more 
runways . 

E.  The  Master  Plan  is  fatally  flawed  because  it  does  not  deal 
with  the  physical  requirements  (runways)  necessary  to 
handle  the  projected  increase  in  traffic. 
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17.     Heide  Chipp  f Eureka  Vallev) ; 


A.  There  were  35  planes  flying  over  my  house  this  morning 
(stopped  counting  at  noon).  Then,  from  2:10  p.m.  to  3:20 
p.m.,  there  was  not  a  single  minute  with  a  plane  over  my 
house . 

B.  Bay  Area  growth  includes  three  airports  —  wouldn't  it  be 
wise  to  do  it  all  together?  Oakland  and  San  Jose  will  have 
the  same  demands  and  the  same  growth,  how  can  the  airports 
not  work  together? 


18.     Francis  Clauss  fPotrero  Hill): 

A.  The  Airport  is  saying  that  this  is  a  facilities  plan,  not 
a  plan  for  airplane  operation,  and  facilities  don't  make 
noise.  Why  are  we  having  Noise  Committee  meetings  if  the 
Airport  is  not  concerned  about  noise? 

B.  The  Airport  is  not  responsive  to  the  concerns  on  the  number 
of  flights  and  the  flight  patterns.  Apparently,  the 
Airport  will  plan  the  facilities  and  FAA  will  plan  the 
flight  operations.  Who  in  the  Airport  staff  is  responsible 
for  planning  operations. 

C.  We  have  a  committee  that  is  not  responsive.  The  Airports 
Commission  is  not  responsive,  and  a  mayor  who  is  more  and 
more  unresponsive  except  on  the  ballpark. 

D.  Don't  just  address  the  issues,  solve  them.  Why  are  we 
continually  hashing  over  the  same  material?  If  the 
Airports  Commission  cannot  come  up  with  a  solution,  they 
should  all  quit. 

E.  What's  frustrating  is  that  we  have  a  mayor  who  said  he  is 
going  to  listen  to  the  people,  and  yet  nobody  is  listening 
even  though  we  attended  many  committee  meetings. 


19.     Someone  from  the  floor; 

A.   We  have  been  giving  the  Airport  input  for  years,  but  the 
Master  Plan  does  not  represent  the  consensus. 


20.     Someone  from  the  floor: 

A.  I  recommend  that  people's  comments  be  responded  to  on  an 
individual  basis.  Public  agencies  have  the  obligation  to 
respond  to  everyone's  comments. 

B.  The  Round  Table  meetings  that  went  on  for  hours  did  not 
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include  San  Francisco,  the  East  Bay,  nor  other  communities 
which  were  represented  and  demanded  inclusion. 

C.  The  Master  Plan  does  not  reflect  our  consensus  nor  the 
broader  Bay  Area's  consensus.  The  Sierra  Club  represents 
thousands  of  people  and  so  do  the  other  organizations  here. 
Their  concerns  should  be  seriously  considered. 


21.     Carl  Trost  (Forest  Hill) ; 

A.  Aircraft  noise  is  a  problem  in  my  neighborhood  and  I  am 
concerned  that  it  will  get  worse.  I  support  what  other 
people  have  been  saying. 


22.     Curt  Holzinaer  (S.F.  Airport  Noise  Committee); 

A.  The  Master  Plan  waivers  and  contradicts  itself  on  air  field 
capacity.  It  says  the  growth  pattern  will  require 
improvements  in  airfield.  Yet  the  Airport  is  saying  that 
capacity  is  adequate.  The  Airport's  Five-Year  Plan  has 
over  20  construction  items  on  airfield  improvements.  It 
calls  for  the  expansion  of  runways  and  the  addition  of 
Runway  28.  Therefore,  it  is  implicit  that  you  have  to 
expand  the  airfield. 
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PUBLIC  HEARING  FOR  AIRPORT  MASTER  PLAN  WORKING  PAPER  C 


September  5,  1989;  San  Francisco  City  Hall 
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COMMENTS  BY  SPEAKERS  AT  PUBLIC  MEETING 


September  7.  1989.  Burlinaame  Citv  Hall 


1.     Jessie  Bracker  fMillbrae) ; 

A.  The  extensive  relocation  and  reconstruction  of  so  many 
facilities  seems  senseless  and  overly  expensive  in  an 
over-congested  and  earthquake  prone  area  with  noise 
problems  and  pollution. 

B.  Why  ruin  an  area  for  monetary  gains? 

C.  Traveling  abroad  by  some  of  our  elected  officials  to 
encourage  and  promote  business  is  creating  an  overly 
congested  airport.     Why  be  greedy? 

D.  The  Airport  may  have  to  be  moved  because  of  the  congested 
air  traffic  lanes  in  the  sky,  the  noise,  and  the  poor  air 
quality.  Isn't  it  better  to  have  SFO  the  way  it  is  now 
than  to  have  no  airport  at  all  because  it  would  be  too  big 
to  handle  all  the  traffic  in  this  area? 

E.  It  is  not  necessary  for  SFO  to  overgrow  to  serve  freight 
and  foreigners  when  there  are  other  reliever  airports  near 
by.  The  three  airports  of  the  Bay  Area  should  work  out  a 
use  percentage. 

F.  BART  should  not  be  considered:  It  is  ridiculous  to  spend 
money  to  bring  BART  to  the  Airport  when  only  1%  of  the 
people  use  public  transportation  to  the  Airport. 

G.  None  of  the  Master  Plan  documents  have  been  brought  before 
the  Round  Table.  Will  the  EIR  be  brought  before  the  Round 
Table? 

H.  The  Pan  Am  and  TWA  facilities  south  of  Hilton  Hotel  acts 
as  a  noise  barrier  for  parts  of  Millbrae.  The  Master  Plan 
calls  for  the  demolition  of  these  buildings  without 
replacing  them  with  noise  screens,  baffle  walls,  dirt 
berms,  or  buildings  with  noise  deflecting  and  noise 
absorbing  material.  The  Airport  will  be  destroying  a 
noise  shield  and  increasing  the  noise  for  Millbrae.  Is 
the  Airport  trying  to  destroy  Millbrae?  I  wish  to 
strongly  protest  such  gross  insensitivity  and  injustice 
that  would  be  committed  against  Millbrae. 

I.  The  gas  line  shown  on  Figure  6.13  is  in  the  wrong 
location.  The  noise  map  on  Pages  4.1  and  4.2  contradicts 
a  statement  on  Page  3.4.  Part  of  the  storm  drainage  line 
shown  on  Page  6.23  is  not  correct.  Drainage  from  the 
Airport's   West   of   Bayshore   property,    east   of   the  San 
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are  at  least  six  subdivisions  of  homes  in  Millbrae  within 
65db  CNEL,  not  three  as  shown  on  Page  3.6. 

J.  Safety  is  grossly  under-estimated  for  Millbrae.  The  Plan 
does  not  mention  the  significant  hazards  when  planes  take 
off  from  Runway  19.  The  planes  fly  very  low  and  have  to 
make  quick  turns  to  the  south  to  avoid  going  over  a 
hospital,  a  high  school,  and  the  homes  in  the  hills. 
General  aviation  aircraft  also  fly  very  low  over  the 
Bayside  Manor  homes. 


2.     Duane  Spence  (Hillsborough): 

A.  The  expansion  at  the  Airport  is  unreasonable,  unnecessary, 
irresponsible,  and  just  plain  greedy.  Why  should  SFO 
accommodate  twice  the  population  of  California  every  year 
through  its  doors?  The  Airport  will  not  serve  the 
Peninsula,  nor  San  Francisco.  It  serves  people  who  don't 
live  here,  who  don't  care  about  this  area.  They  could 
just  as  well  fly  into  Oakland  or  San  Jose. 

B.  According  to  Working  Paper  C,  there  is  public 
transportation  extending  out  from  the  Airport  to  the 
Central  Valley,  Modesto,  Merced,  and  Sacramento.  There  is 
no  reason  for  those  people  to  cross  the  Bay  Bridge  to  get 
to  an  airport.  The  only  reason  is  that  greed  follows 
greed. 

C.  The  Peninsula  citizens  are  fighting  noise  problems  and  air 
pollution  problems,  and  the  Airport  wants  to  add  to  the 
problems. 

D.  Oakland  is  just  as  close  to  Washington  D.C.  and  Denver  as 
San  Francisco  is.  They  are  also  as  close  to  Los  Angeles 
as  San  Francisco.  Why  should  we  tolerate  San  Francisco 
expanding  its  facilities  to  serve  a  population  that  is  not 
in  our  area? 

E.  Since  the  Santa  Clara  Valley  and  the  San  Ramon  Valley  are 
growing,  airports  should  be  built  close  to  those  areas. 

F.  San  Jose  and  Oakland  both  have  room  to  expand  and  they  are 
willing  to  expand  if  they  have  more  traffic. 

G.  The  Airport  is  planning  to  build  two  runways  into  the  bay 
under  the  guise  of  noise  mitigation.  This  reeks  havoc 
with  our  ecological  system.  The  bottom  line  is  not  noise 
mitigation,  but  traffic  expansion. 


3.     Ellie  Larson  (San  Bruno;  Peninsula  Chapter  of  Sierra  Club): 

A.    A  plan  that  selects  an  alternative  before  the  EIR  is  like 


III  - 


13 


putting  the  cart  in  front  of  the  horse.  An  alternative 
should  be  selected  after  the  environmental  consequences 
are  studied  and  mitigation  proposed. 

B.  The  Master  Plan  is  strictly  demand  driven,  that  all  demand 
should  be  accommodated.  In  effect,  the  MTC  Regional 
Airport  Plan  has  been  rejected.  According  to  the  MTC 
plan,  after  certain  number  of  passengers,  the  spill  over 
is  to  take  place  in  San  Jose. 

C.  The  Plan  does  not  make  any  assessment  whether  the  State 
noise  law  will  be  complied  with.  The  State  law  has  a  time 
table  for  compliance.  It  is  silly  to  develop  a  plan  when 
you  don't  know  your  projections  will  meet  the  State  noise 
law. 

D.  It  is  simple  to  calculate  the  noise  impacts  —  the  number 
of  planes,  what  kind  of  planes,  what  noise  they  will 
generate,  and  develop  noise  contours.  But  yet,  the  Plan 
has  not  done  this. 

E.  I  question  why  the  Plan  is  prepared  before  the  EIR.  I 
concede  that  before  you  can  develop  an  EIR,  you  have  to 
know  what  you  are  going  to  write  the  EIR  about.  However, 
you  are  supposed  to  look  at  alternatives  and  present 
alternatives  to  the  decision  makers  so  that  they  can  make 
an  informed  judgement  of  what  is  a  good  solution  to  a 
problem.  This  Plan  does  not  allow  the  decision  makers  to 
do  that.     Therefore,  it  is  poor  planning. 

F.  We  cannot  always  accommodate  demands,  especially  when  we 
have  an  airport  across  the  Bay  that  is  not  up  to  capacity 
—  less  than  30%.  San  Jose  Airport  is  also  well  below 
capacity.  Since  these  facilities  have  been  bought  and 
paid  for,  it  seems  strange  to  commit  large  outlays  of 
capital  for  more  facilities  when  there  are  facilities 
standing  empty. 

G.  The  people  of  San  Mateo  County  is  concerned  about  State 
noise  law  compliance,  and  how  much  more  land  will  be 
impacted  by  noise  as  a  result  of  this  Plan. 

H.  The  rxinway  study  and  the  planning  process  should  be 
coordinated  with  the  Airport  Joint  Land  Use  Study. 

I.  It  is  too  bad  that  two  important  areas  —  the  runway  study 
and  the  West  of  Bayshore  property  —  cannot  be  phased  in 
with  the  planning  process. 


John  De  Marco  (Burlinaame) ; 

A.    The  quality  of  life  in  my  neighborhood  has  been  totally 
destroyed  by  the  inability  of  the  Airport  to  handle  the 
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noise  problem.  In  order  to  escape  a  lot  of  the  Airport 
noise,  I  have  been  literally  driven  to  Los  Angeles  for 
vacation. 

B.  Last  night  at  the  Airport  Community  Round  Table  meeting  I 
was  told  that  everyone  wants  to  come  to  San  Francisco,  and 
the  Airport  has  to  expand  to  meet  these  demands.  San 
Francisco,  in  my  opinion,  actually  encourages  airplanes  to 
come  but  not  the  quality  of  the  aircraft  that  come. 

C.  The  Airport  is  being  run  like  a  business  and  it  wants 
customers  to  use  the  facilities.  The  Airport  is  going  out 
of  its  way  to  encourage  business.  The  landing  fee  is  the 
second  lowest  landing  fee  in  the  United  States,  to 
encourage  more  traffic  and  prevent  planes  from  going  to 
other  airports. 

D.  San  Francisco  politicians  actively  solicit  business. 

E.  There  are  noise  regulations  with  penalties  for  noisy 
aircraft,  but  my  calculation  shows  that  the  penalty  was 
reduced.  If  the  penalty  is  five  times  the  landing  fee,  it 
would  be  a  penalty  of  $300  for  waking  up  maybe  25,000 
people  in  the  middle  of  the  night.  This  comes  to  2  or  3 
cents  per  person.  The  people  affected  don't  even  get  this 
money  —  the  Airport  pockets  it. 

F.  Vicious  circle:  The  Airport  is  in  a  bind  with  San 
Francisco  trying  to  run  a  business.  To  pay  for  this,  it 
has  to  expand  and  bring  more  people  in  (which  in  turn 
requires  more  expansion) . 


5.     Rose  Urback  fSan  Bruno); 

A.  The  problem  is  greed.  The  San  Francisco  and  Peninsula 
elected  officials  went  to  Japan,  China  twice,  to  generate 
business.  Let's  take  care  of  our  problems  first.  We  have 
to  level  off  growth  for  a  healthy  life,  otherwise  we  will 
die. 


6.  Marv  Petsche  (Child  Care  Coordinating  Council  of  San  Mateo 
Count V) ; 

A.  In  reviewing  Working  Paper  B,  at  least  18  individuals  and 
groups  commented  on  the  lack  of  a  child  care  facility. 
Working  Paper  C  still  does  not  include  child  care. 

B.  The  Airport  is  currently  conducting  a  survey  on  child  care 
needs.  It  is  important  that  the  Airport  consider  the 
results.  There  are  more  than  30,000  employees  working  at 
SFO,  and  the  lack  of  child  care  facilities  has  caused  the 
failure  of  efforts  to  develop  van  pools  and  to  get  people 
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on  public  transportation. 


7.  Greg  Miller  (member.  Brisbane  City  Council  and  Regional 
Planning  Committee) i 

A.  We  have  the  same  concern  about  the  EIR  and  the 
alternatives  as  Ellie  Larson.  We  want  to  make  sure  that 
we  are  on  the  EIR  mailing  list. 

B.  Comment  from  Brisbane's  Planning  Director:  The  Master 
Plan  should  provide  data  related  to  capacity  of  other  Bay 
Area  airports,  their  projections,  whether  they  can  handle 
more  traffic,  and  in  what  way  the  airports  can  cooperate 
in  sharing  the  traffic. 

C.  We  also  agree  with  quite  a  few  of  the  county  comments. 
One  of  these  is  that  Section  3.2  should  be  modified  to 
specify  the  type  of  aircraft  noise  and  the  source  of  that 
noise  for  each  city.  This  will  help  the  reader  understand 
the  noise  environment  in  each  city  and  help  focus  the 
noise  analysis  in  the  EIR. 

D.  The  text  about  Brisbane  should  be  revised  as  follows: 
Brisbane  receives  overflight  noise  from  runway  28 
departures,  particularly  the  wide  shoreline,  and  Runway  1 
southbound  departures. 

E.  A  statement  in  Working  Paper  C  on  noise  reduction  programs 
initiated  by  the  cities  should  be  revised  to  demonstrate 
that  we  have  done  more  than  what  is  stated  and  are  trying 
to  do  other  things  to  reduce  noise. 

F.  The  statement  that  Brisbane  is  incorporated  in  1961,  and 
the  airport  was  there  earlier,  is  not  fair.  There  were 
residents  there  long  before  Brisbane  was  incorporated. 

G.  The  statement  that  Brisbane  increased  its 
commercial/ industrial  areas  by  re-zoning  is  not  accurate. 
The  increase  is  mostly  done  by  annexation,  not  by  changing 
zoning  or  increasing  areas. 

H.  The  information  on  Sierra  Point  is  out  of  date  —  the 
Marina  Plan  is  already  built  and  functioning  for  a  couple 
of  years.  The  square  footage  on  commercial  property,  the 
hotel,  number  of  rooms,  are  all  wrong. 

I.  As  Jessie  Bracker  has  mentioned,  the  fuel  line  coming 
through  Brisbane  is  in  error.     There  are  two  lines,  10" 

.  and  12",  from  Richmond.  The  12"  line  goes  to  the  Airport 
with  fuel,  the  10"  line  is  for  multi-products.  Another 
existing  6"  line  goes  to  the  round  house.  The  8"  lines  to 
the  Airport  have  been  abandoned.  No  fuel  is  stored  in 
Brisbane. 


Ill  -  16 


J.  Brisbane  has  not  adopted  a  Civil  Defense  Emergency 
Shelter.  I  suggest  that  you  check  the  titles  and  wording 
of  task  forces  in  that  section. 

K.  The  County  requests  a  map  that  shows  the  locations  of  all 
the  noise  monitors  and  generalized  flight  paths.  We  are 
particularly  interested  in  the  shoreline  departures  from 
Runway  28. 

L.  The  biggest  problem  is  Runway  28  departures,  especially 
the  wide  turns. 

M.  The  expansion  will  need  lot  more  parking,  but  the  Plan 
docs  not  indicate  where. 

N.  The  forecasts  can  tell  how  many  passengers  and  how  many 
flights,  but  not  how  the  flights  will  be  distributed  in 
various  arrival/departure  patterns.  Each  city  will  be 
impacted  differently  depending  on  how  the  flights  are 
distributed. 

O.  I  look  forward  to  have  these  concerns  addressed  in  the 
EIR.  As  a  member  of  the  RPC,  I  hope  the  RFC  will  have  a 
role  in  the  public  discussion  of  the  EIR. 


8.     Charles  Kruka  (San  Francisco  Airport  Noise  Committee); 

A.  There  is  an  initial  study  distributed  by  the  Environmental 
Review  Officer  Barbara  Sahm  of  the  San  Francisco  Planning 
Department  regarding  the  preparation  of  the  EIR.  Public 
comments,  protests,  and  requests  that  certain  items  be 
covered  in  the  EIR  are  to  be  sent  to  that  officer  by 
September  15th.  Her  phone  number  is  558-6394,  -6395,  and 
-6396. 


COMM0907 


III    -  17 


CA-Z^P.   A\)I  KTl^Ai     Co  OA)  CI  i 

h 

/S.A.  r 


III  -  18 


RESPONSE  TO  COMMENTS  BY  SPEAKERS  AT 


PUBLIC  MEETINGS 


The  following  responds  to  each  comment  made  at  a  public  meeting. 
Since  many  of  these  comments  are  redundant,  or  addressed  a  common 
area  of  concern,  the  reader  is  referred  to  the  "General  Responses 
to  Speakers  at  Public  Meetings"  following  the  specific  responses. 

BAp^-AinHer  5.  1989  -  San  Francisco  Meeting 


1.  Timothy  Treacv 

A.  No  response  required. 

B.  See  "General  Response"  No.  1  and  5  and  "Response  to  San 
Francisco  Airport  Noise  Committee"  in  Section  II. 

C.  See  "General  Response"  No.  2  and  "Response  to  San  Francisco 
Airport  Noise  Committee"  in  Section  II. 

D.  See  "General  Response"  No.  1  and  "Response  to  San  Francisco 
Airport  Noise  Committee"  in  Section  II. 

E.  See  "General  Response"  No.  1  and  "Response  to  San  Francisco 
Airport  Noise  Committee"  in  Section  II. 

F.  See  "General  Response"  No.  4  and  "Response  to  San  Francisco 
Airport  Noise  Committee"  in  Section  II. 

G.  See  "General  Response"  No.  5  and  "Response  to  San  Francisco 
Airport  Noise  Committee"  in  Section  II. 

H.  See  "General  Response"  No.  1  and  2  and  "Response  to  San 
Francisco  Airport  Noise  Committee"  in  Section  II. 

I.  See  response  to  "San  Francisco  Airport  Noise  Committee"  in 
Section  II. 

J.  The  Plan  inventories  environ  cities'  safety  plans.  See 
"Response  to  San  Francisco  Airport  Noise  Committee". 

K.  The  Commission  hears  public  concerns  expressed  at  regularly 
scheduled  Commission  meetings  and  through  the  Master  Plan 
review  and  response  process. 

L.  See  "Response  to  San  Francisco  Airport  Noise  Committee". 

M.  See  "General  Response"  No.  1  and  2  and  "Response  to  San 
Francisco  Airport  Noise  Committee"  in  Section  II. 
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Charles  Kroupa 


A.  The  basis  of  forecasting  is  described  in  Section  7  of 
Working  Papers  A,  B  &  C  (Aviation  Forecasts)  and  the 
justification  for  needed  facilities  in  Section  8  of  Working 
Papers  B  &  C  (Facility  Requirements) . 

The  economic  and  demographic  assumptions  in  'A'  were  founded 
on  the  basic  data  of  population,  income  and  employment  used 
as  a  common  statistical  reference  for  forecasts  of  any 
economic  event. 

Responsible  forecasting  is  more  than  a  complex,  in-depth 
mathematical  simulation  of  the  elements  involved.  It 
involves  judgement,  experience,  and  an  understanding  of  the 
purposes  to  which  the  forecasts  will  be  used.  The 
methodology  used  in  the  Master  Plan  is  based  on  established 
statistical  techniques  using  the  National  Planning 
Association  Data  Base  for  historical  and  forecast 
information  on  population,  personal  income,  employment  and 
earnings  for  the  San  Francisco  Bay  region.  Forecasts  were 
also  based  on,  and  compared  with,  other  knowledgeable 
parties  including  MTC/ABAG  -  Regional  Airport  Planning 
Forecasts  and  the  FAA-Aviation  Forecasts  for  the  San 
Francisco  Bay  Area.  The  Master  Plan  forecasts  were 
developed  using  several  different  forecasting  methodologies 
including  regression,  trend,  and  comparative  analysis. 

Aviation  forecasts,  in  general,  have  consistently 
underestimated  the  growing  demand  for  air  transportation. 
The  purpose  of  aviation  forecasting  is  to  provide  a 
perspective  on  what  level  of  activity  may  be  needed  to  be 
accomplished  in  the  future.  From  a  Master  Plan  perspective, 
forecasts  which  are  not  realized  will  result  in  the 
postponing  of  projects  until  the  demand  is  realized,  while 
demand  in  excess  of  forecasts  will  lead  to  a  poor  level  of 
service,  crash  development  programs,  and  "bandaid" 
solutions.  The  Master  Plan  is  predicated  on  the  most 
reasonable  levels  of  future  activity  which  is  based  upon 
growth.  From  a  Master  Plan  perspective,  a  no  growth  option 
is  meaningless  for  there  would  be  no  purpose  in  doing  a 
plan.  If  growth  is  low,  the  forecast  time  frame  shifts 
correspondingly  in  terms  of  any  Airport  development. 

B.  See  "General  Response"  No.  1. 

C.  See  "General  Response"  No.  1  and  "Response  to  San  Francisco 
Airport  Noise  Committee"  in  Section  II. 

D.  See  "General  Response"  No.  4  and  response  to  2 A  above. 

E.  See  "General  Response"  No.  1  and  "Response  to  San  Francisco 
Airport  Noise  Committee"  in  Section  II. 
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F.  See  "General  Response"  No.  4  and  "Response  to  San  Francisco 
Airport  Noise  Committee"  in  Section  II. 

3 .  Bruno  Bernasconi 

A.  See  "General  Response"  No.  5. 

B.  See  "General  Response"  No.  5. 

C.  See  "General  Response"  No.  3. 

D.  See  "General  Response"  No.  2. 

E.  See  "General  Response"  No.  3. 

4 .  Malcolm  McCorkle 

A.  See  "General  Response"  No.  1. 

B.  See  ''General  Response"  No.  1. 

C.  See  "General  Response"  No.  1. 

5.  Curt  Holzinaer 

A.  See  "General  Response"  No.  1  and  "Response  to  "San  Francisco 
Airport  Noise  Committee"  in  Section  II. 

B.  See  "General  Response"  No.  1  and  "Response  to  San  Francisco 
Airport  Noise  Committee"  in  Section  II. 

6.  Timothy  Treacv 

A.  See  "General  Response"  No.  1  and  "Response  to  San  Francisco 
Airport  Noise  Committee"  in  Section  II. 

7 .  Dorice  Murphv 

A.  See  "General  Response"  No.  2. 

B.  See  "General  Response"  No.  5. 

C.  See  "General  Response"  No.  4. 

D.  No  response  required. 

E.  No  response  required. 

8 .  Curt  Holzinaer 

A.  See  "General  Response"  No.  2  and  "Response  to  San  Francisco 
Airport  Noise  Committee"  in  Section  II. 

B.  Input  will  be  considered.     Please  send  draft  for  review. 

9.  David  Deakin 

A.  See  "General  Response"  No.  2. 

10.  Marvin  Snow 


A.  No  response  required. 

B.  See  "General  Response"  No.  1. 

C.  No  response  required. 

D.  See  "General  Response"  No.  1 


III  - 


21 


11.  Timothy  Treacy 


A.  See  "General  Response"  No.  1. 

12 .  Ramona  Albright 

A.  No  response  necessary. 

B.  See  "Response  to  San  Francisco  Airport  Noise  Committee". 
All  input  received  has  been  considered.  Refer  to  response 
documents  to  previous  Working  Papers. 

C.  See  "General  Response"  No.  1. 

13 .  Andv  Nash 

A.  See  "General  Response"  No.  1. 

B.  See  "General  Response"  No.  5. 

C.  See  "General  Response"  No.  4. 

D.  See  "Introduction"  Section  I  of  this  document.  Upon 
request,  a  copy  of  the  Working  Paper  will  be  forwarded.  The 
general  public  has  access  to  the  Plan  in  every  San  Francisco 
and  San  Mateo  County  library. 

E.  See  "General  Response"  No.  1. 

14 .  Someone  from  the  floor; 

A.  The  Sierra  Club  did  receive  a  copy  of  the  Plan. 

15.  Margaret  Verges 

A.  See  "General  Response"  No.  1. 

B.  The  San  Francisco  City  Planning  Department,  Office  of 
Environmental  Review  is  the  lead  agency. 

C.  See  "General  Response"  No.  1. 


D.  "  "  "  " 

E.  "  "  "  " 

F.  "  "  "  " 

G.  "  "  "  " 

H.  "  "  "  " 


I.  See  "General  Response"  No.  4. 

16.  Carol  Gamble 

A.  See  "General  Response"  No.  5  and  "Response  to  San  Francisco 
Airport  Noise  Committee"  in  Section  II. 

B.  Response  same  as  16A. 

C.  Response  same  as  16A. 

D.  Response  same  as  16A. 

E.  Response  same  as  16A. 

17.  Heide  Chipp 

A.  No  response  required. 

B.  See  "General  Response"  No.  4. 
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18 .  Francis  Clauss 

A.  This  is  not  a  factual  statement.  The  Airport  is  concerned 
about  noise  impacts  as  evidenced  by  all  its  efforts  through 
the  years  to  mitigate  noise  impacts  including  the  current 
Airport  Noise  Regulation.     See  "General  Response"  No.  1. 

B.  The  Airport  staff  is  not  responsible  for  flight  operations. 

C.  No  response  required. 

D.  No  Response  required. 

E.  No  response  required. 

19.  Someone  from  the  floor; 

A.  The  governing  bodies  determination  of  how  to  plan  the  future 
of  the  Airport  will  be  representative  of  the  consensus. 

20.  Someone  from  the  floor; 

A.  All  comments  are  responded  to  individually  as  evidenced  by 
this  and  the  two  previous  response  documents. 

B.  No  response  required. 

C.  See  response  to  19A  and  2 OA  above. 

21.  Carl  Trost 

A.  See  "General  Response"  No.  1. 

22 .  Curt  Holzinaer 

A.  See  "General  Response"  No.  5,  "Response  to  San  Francisco 
Airport  Noise  Committee"  in  Section  II  and  "Introduction", 
Section  I  of  this  document. 
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September  7,  1989  BurH^q*""*  Meeting 


1.  Jessie  Bracker 

A.  See  "General  Response"  No.  1. 

B.  See  "General  Response"  No.  1. 

C.  See  "General  Response"  No.  3. 

D.  There  is  no  viable  plan  to  move  San  Francisco  Airport.  Our 
objective  is  not  to  be  the  biggest  but  the  best  airport 
serving  the  travelling  public. 

E.  See  "General  Response"  No.  4. 

F.  Current  public  transportation  ridership  is  1%  (primarily 
buses) .  Mass  transit  ridership  is  conservatively  forecasted 
to  account  for  at  least  6%  of  passengers  and  employees  coming 
to  the  Airport  -  approximately  10,000  people  per  day.  The 
Metropolitan  Transportation  Commission  is  presently  studying 
mass  transportation  to  SFO  to  determine  ridership, 
justification  and  location  of  service. 

G.  The  Roundtable  has  received  copies  of  the  Master  Plan  and  the 
Notice  of  Preparation/Initial  Statement  of  the  EIR. 

H.  See  "General  Response"  No.  1. 

I.  See  "Response  to  Jessie  Bracker"  in  Section  II. 
J.  See  "Response  to  Jessie  Bracker"  in  Section  II. 

2 .  Duane  Soence 


A. 

See 

"General 

Response" 

No. 

3. 

B. 

See 

"General 

Response" 

No. 

4. 

C. 

See 

"General 

Response" 

No. 

1. 

D. 

See 

"General 

Response" 

No. 

2. 

E. 

See 

"General 

Response" 

No. 

4. 

F. 

See 

"General 

Response" 

No. 

4. 

G. 

See 

"General 

Response" 

No. 

5. 

3 .  Ellie  Larson 

A.  The  alternative  selected  was  a  facilities  development 
alternative.  All  facility  alternatives  were  designed  to 
satisfy  the  forecast  aviation  demand.  Alternatives  to  the 
Plan  (environmental  mitigating  alternatives)  will  be 
addressed  in  the  EIR.    See  "General  Response"  No.  1. 
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B. 

See 

"General 

Response" 

No. 

4  and  5. 

C. 

See 

"General 

Response" 

No. 

1. 

D. 

See 

"General 

Response" 

No. 

1. 

E. 

See 

"General 

Response" 

No. 

1. 

F. 

See 

"General 

Response" 

No. 

4. 

6. 

See 

"General 

Response" 

No. 

1. 

H.  The  Joint  Land  Use  Study  has  been  referenced  and  considered 
in  the  development  of  the  Master  Plan.  The  upcoming  "Runway 
Reconfiguration  Study  to  Abate  Noise"  will  do  the  same. 

I.  The  Master  Plan  has  been  developed  as  a  complete  effort  and 
can  stand  by  itself.  The  Plan  has  the  flexibility  to  be 
revised  and  updated,  if  so  warranted  and  approved  by  the 
resultant  findings  of  any  other  future  studies. 

4 .  John  De  Marco 

A.  No  response  required. 

B.  See  "General  Response"  No.  3.  The  Airport  is  extremely 
concerned  about  the  quality  of  aircraft  that  come  to  the 
Airport.  Please  refer  to  the  Airport's  "Noise  Regulation" 
and  the  history  of  our  litigation  on  the  Q-707  aircraft. 

C.  See  "General  Response"  No.  3.  The  contention  that  low 
landing  fees  encourage  more  traffic  is  invalid.  Landing  fees 
represent  less  than  3%  of  the  airline  industry's  operating 
cost  and  therefore  is  not  a  significant  factor  in  determining 
where  the  airlines  fly.  The  most  significant  factor  is  the 
market  demand. 

D.  No  response  required. 

E.  The  penalty  is  to  discourage  operators  from  violating  the 
regulations,  rules  and  procedures,  not  to  compensate  for 
noise  impacts  (if  your  calculations  are  right,  three  cents 
per  person  is  hardly  compensation) .  Additionally  the 
interpretation  of  penalties  imposed  by  the  regulation  is  out 
of  context,  incorrect,  and  incomplete.  The  penalties  are  far 
more  severe  than  represented. 

F.  The  Airport  has  been  financially  self-sustaining  for  many 
years.  It  is  not  financially  supported  by  the  City  of  San 
Francisco  General  Fund  or  taxpayer  base. 
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I 


G.  Rose  Urback 

A.  See  "General  Response"  No.  1  and  3. 
I ,  Mary  Petsche 

A.  All  groups  commenting  on  Working  Paper  'B'  were  responded 
to  in  "Response  to  Working  Paper  'B'".  Each  person 
responded  to  was  sent  a  copy  of  the  response  document. 

B.  See  "Response  to  Child  Care"  in  Section  II. 
J.  Greg  Miller 

A.  See  "General  Response"  No.  1  and  "Response  to  the  City  of 
Brisbane"  in  Section  II. 

B.  See  "General  Response"  No.  4. 

C.  See  "General  Response"  No.  1  and  "Response  to  the  City  of 
Brisbane"  in  Section  II. 

D.  See  "Response  to  City  of  Brisbane"  in  Section  II. 

E.  " 

F.  " 

G.  " 

H.  " 

I.  See  "Response  to  Jessie  Bracker' 

J.  See  "Response  to  City  of  Brisbane"  in  Section  II. 

K.  See  "Response  to  San  Mateo  County"  in  Section  II. 

L.  See  "General  Response"  No.  1  and  "Response  to  City  of 
Brisbane"  in  Section  II. 

M.  See  "Response  to  City  of  Brisbane"  in  Section  II. 

N.  See  "General  Response"  No.  1. 

O.  See  "General  Response"  No.  1. 

J.  Charles  Kroupa 

A.  No  response  required. 


in  Section  II. 
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General  Responses  To 
Speakers  At  Public  Meetings 


RESPONSE  NO.   1  —  AIRCRAFT  NOISE  AND  THE  EIR 

The  Airport  Master  Plan  is  a  document  to  guide  the  physical 
development  of  the  San  Francisco  Airport  until  2006.  It  consists 
of  three  major  elements:  1)  an  inventory  of  the  existing 
facilities;  2)  a  forecast  of  the  future  demands  from  the 
travelling  public;  and  3)  what  facilities  are  needed  to  provide  the 
desired  level  of  service  for  the  travelling  public. 

In  order  to  determine  the  "desired"  level  of  service,  the  Airports 
Commission  needs  to  balance  the  pros  and  cons  of  many  factors, 
including: 

1.  The  needs  of  the  travelling  public. 

2.  Environmental  impacts  generated  by  Airport  operations  —  not 
only  impacts  from  aircraft  noise,  but  also  impacts  on  natural 
resources,  vehicular  traffic,  public  transportation,  energy, 
housing  in  neighboring  communities,  etc. 

3 .  Economical  impacts  on  the  Bay  Area  —  particularly  the 
Peninsula  and  San  Francisco. 

4.  Financial  health  of  the  Airport  —  what  level  of  service  can 
we  afford  to  provide? 

5.  Political  philosophy  —  should  San  Francisco,   for  example, 

continue  to  be  the  gateway  to  the  Pacific  do  we  want  San 

Francisco  to  become  a  premier  city  of  the  Pacific 
Rim  the  "Geneva  of  the  West?" 

The  Airports  Commission  will  consider  each  of  these  factors,  among 
many  other  costs  and  benefits,  before  making  a  decision  to 
implement  any  development  plan. 

However,  the  factors  listed  above,  particularly  the  second  one  — 
environmental  impacts  —  cannot  be  considered  without  an  in-depth 
study.  This  study,  in  turn,  needs  a  realistic  development  concept 
to  serve  as  a  basis  for  analysis.  To  put  it  simply,  we  cannot 
begin  studying  the  impacts  of  something  until  we  know  what  that 
"something"  is. 

Working  Paper  *C*  of  the  Master  Plan  is  that  "something,"  and  the 
Environmental  Impact  Report  is  the  end  product  of  the  study.  The 
EIR,  therefore,  is  the  proper  document  to  address  potential 
resultant  impacts,  which  includes  aircraft  noise.  Working  Paper 
'C  is  simply  a  facilities  development  proposal  that  is  worthy  of 
further  analysis.  The  Commission's  approval  of  a  Draft  Master  Plan 
is  not  an  authorization  to  execute  the  Plan. 
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To  clarify  the  process  that  leads  to  the  implementation  of  the 
Master  Plan,  the  following  principal  steps  must  be  accomplished: 

A.  Take  inventory  of  what  we  have  today  and  forecast  what  we 
need  in  the  future.   (This  was  Working  Paper  'A'.) 

B.  Determine  how  to  meet  the  needs  of  the  future.  (This  was 
Working  Paper  ' B ' . ) 

C.  Put  A  and  B  above  together  to  form  a  draft  Master  Plan. 
(This  was  Working  Paper  'C'.) 

D.  Prepare  a  final  draft  of  the  Master  Plan  to  serve  as  a  basis 
for  the  EIR  and  other  considerations. 

E.  Determine  the  Plan's  environmental  impacts.  (This  is  the  EIR 
process  which  is  administered  by  the  San  Francisco  Department 
of  Planning,  Office  of  Environmental  Review.) 

F.  Consider  environmental  impacts,  costs/benefits,  and  other 
alternatives  suggested  by  the  EIR;  revise  or  adopt  Airport 
Master  Plan. 

G.  Prepare  Implementation  Plan  based  on  the  adopted  Airport 
Master  Plan. 

H.  Adopt  Implementation  Plan  and  authorize  funding. 

I.  Commence  construction. 

Currently,  we  are  only  between  Steps  C  and  D. 


RESPONSE  NO.   2  —  NOISE  IN  SAN  FRANCISCO 

To  provide  an  overall  view  of  the  Airport,  Working  Paper  'A' 
briefly  presented  some  known  facts  on  aircraft  noise.  However, 
when  Working  Paper  'A'  was  prepared,  the  noise  monitoring  data  from 
San  Francisco  was  not  yet  available.  In  combining  Working  Papers 
'A'  and  'B'  to  form  Working  Paper  'C',  we  decided  to  wait  for  the 
most  up-to-date  data  before  we  revise  the  text,  thus  the  omission. 
The  final  draft  of  the  Master  Plan,  of  course,  will  include 
aircraft  noise  data  for  San  Francisco  —  not  for  discussion  or 
analysis  in  the  Plan,  but  only  as  overall  background  information 
about  the  Airport. 

Aircraft  noise  impacts  on  San  Francisco,  as  well  as  safety  hazards 
for  the  City,  will  be  addressed  in  the  EIR  (see  Response  No.  1) . 
The  Airport  has  not  ignored  the  concerns  of  San  Francisco 
residents,  as  evidenced  by  the  additional  noise  monitors  installed 
in  San  Francisco. 
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RESPONSE  NO.   3  —  INCREASED  FLIGHTS 


People  travel  to  San  Francisco  area  for  many  reasons  —  tourist 
attractions,  business  activities,  family  visits,  residents 
returning  home,  etc.  Very  few  people  outside  of  this  region  come 
by  boat,  train,  or  bus.  For  a  great  majority  of  travellers,  flying 
has  become  the  most  popular  form  of  public  transportation. 

As  the  Bay  Region  grows  and  expands,  as  trade  with  the  Pacific  Rim 
countries  increase,  as  business  demands  more  travelling,  as  people 
take  more  vacations  to  far  away  places,  and  as  visits  to  far  away 
friends  and  relatives  become  more  affordable,  the  traffic  at  San 
Francisco  International  Airport  will  increase.  Bay  Area  residents 
will  continue  to  use  SFO  and  travellers  will  come  to  SFO  regardless 
whether  we  have  a  new  terminal,  a  convenient  people  mover  system, 
or  clean  rest  rooms. 

Since  the  best  available  indicators  all  point  to  increased  traffic, 
ignoring  them  and  doing  nothing  is  certainly  not  good  planning. 
The  question,  then,  is  what  are  we  going  to  do  about  the  increase. 

The  Master  Plan  offers  one  concept.  It  attempts  to  provide  the 
proper  facilities  for  the  newer,  larger,  and  quieter  aircraft. 
With  a  larger  payload,  these  newer  generation  of  aircraft  will 
reduce  the  number  of  flight  operations  per  thousand  passengers. 
Given  the  inevitable  growth  in  traffic,  implementation  of  the 
Master  Plan  in  concert  with  the  noise  abatement  regulation  can 
effectively  help  decrease  the  impacts  of  aircraft  noise. 

The  Airports  Commission  has  the  duty  and  the  responsibility  of 
serving  the  travelling  public.  Armed  with  the  Master  Plan,  the 
EIR,  the  financial  reports,  public  input,  and  other  information, 
the  Commission  will  determine  what  will  serve  the  public's  best 
interest . 

RESPONSE  NO.   4  —  REGIONAL  PLAN 

The  distribution  of  traffic  among  the  three  airports  of  the  Bay 
Area  is  governed  to  a  great  degree  by  the  demands  in  the 
marketplace.  If  more  people  want  to  fly  into  Oakland,  for  example, 
the  airlines  would  add  more  flights  to  Oakland.  Several  speakers 
at  the  public  meetings  expressed  the  concern  that  more  passengers 
mean  more  flights.  Following  the  same  logic,  we  need  more 
passengers  in  Oakland  in  order  to  have  more  flights  in  Oakland. 
Neither  the  San  Francisco  Airports  Commission  or  the  Metropolitan 
Transportation  Commission  has  the  authority  to  regulate  who  should 
fly  to  where,  or  to  restrict  passengers  from  flying  into  SFO. 

A  recent  example  of  how  the  demands  in  the  marketplace,  not 
governmental  policies,  can  shift  flight  operations  is  American 
Airlines*  decision  to  use  the  San  Jose  International  Airport  as  a 
mini-hub.  American  added  many  flights  to  and  from  San  Jose  not 
because  of  any  public  agency's  decisions  or  some  regional  plan, 
but  because  San  Jose  is  where  American  believes  the  customers  are. 
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Currently,  the  authority  for  regional  planning  in  transportation 
is  vested  in  the  Metropolitan  Transportation  Commission.  Next 
year,  MTC  will  begin  developing  an  updated  regional  plan. 
Considerations  will  be  given  to  the  individual  master  plans 
prepared  by  the  three  Bay  Area  airports.  (Both  Oakland  and  San 
Jose  airports  are  preparing  a  master  plan.)  When  the  MTC  Regional 
Plan  is  completed  (MTC  has  not  set  a  date) ,  the  San  Francisco 
Airports  Commission  will  consider  MTC's  findings  and  revise  the 
Airport  Master  Plan  if  necessary.  Meanwhile,  SFO's  Master  Plan  can 
assist  MTC  in  its  coordinating  efforts. 

It  should  be  noted,  however,  that  an  artificially  forced 
distribution  of  traffic,  no  matter  how  idealistic,  is  extremely 
difficult  to  implement.  As  an  example,  the  last  update  of  the 
Regional  Airport  Plan  assigned  30  million  passengers  annually  to 
SFO  by  the  year  1995  as  a  desirable  limit.  SFO  has  an  annual 
passenger  count  of  31  million  today  and  growing  —  today  is  only 
1989. 


RESPONSE  NO.   5  —  AIRFIELD  CAPACITY 

FACT:  Working  Paper  'C  does  not  call  for  a  new  runway  or  any 
extension  of  the  existing  runways.  The  Airport  does  not  have 
any  approved  plans  to  build  new  runways  or  to  modify  existing 
runways . 

FACT:  The  Airports  Commission  is  retaining  a  consultant  to 
determine  IF  aircraft  noise  impacts  can  be  mitigated  by 
relocating  or  reconfiguring  the  existing  runways.  IF  noise 
impacts  can  be  mitigated,  and  IF  the  Airports  Commission 
decides  to  pursue  further,  then  the  Airport  will  prepare  a 
separate  EIR,  following  a  similar  review  process  as  the 
Master  Plan.  The  Airports  Commission  has  no  intention  of 
building  a  new  runway  or  extending  an  existing  runway  for  the 
sole  purpose  of  increasing  capacity. 

Our  study  shows  that  the  existing  runway  system  can  adequately 
serve  the  Airport  until  the  year  2006.  There  will  be  delays  during 
peak  hour  periods  and  during  times  of  inclement  weather  (about  8% 
of  the  year) .  However  the  Plan  indicates  possible  operational 
solutions  and  describes  airfield  improvements  and  new  technology 
that  will  relieve  delays.  See  discussion  on  "Airfield  Capacity" 
in  "Introduction"  section. 
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SECTION  IV 


APPENDIX 


APPENDIX  A     -    AIRFIELD  CAPACITY  AND  IMPROVEMENTS 
APPENDIX  B     -     FACILITY  CHANGES  TO  NEAR  TERM  MASTER  PLAN 

ALL  ADDENDA  TO  WORKING  PAPER  *C*  WILL  BE  INCORPORATED  IN  THE 
FINAL  PLAN. 
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APPENDIX  *A* 
AIRFIELD  CAPACITY  AND  IMPROVEMENTS 


As  a  result  of  comments  on  SFIA's  airfield  capacity,  further 
discussion  is  warranted  on  this  subject.  To  understand  the 
implication  of  airfield  capacity  on  the  proposed  landside 
development  of  the  Master  Plan,  three  questions  need  to  be 
answered . 


1.  What  is  being  said  about  airfield  capacity  in  relation  to 
the  Master  Plan  development? 

2.  What  does  the  Master  Plan  say  about  airfield  capacity? 

3.  What  is  the  reality  regarding  airfield  capacity  and  the 
implementation  of  the  Master  Plan? 


1.     What  is  being  said  about  airfield  capacity  in  relation  to  the 
Master  Plan  Development? 

Comments  that  have  been  received: 

A.  The  airfield  is  presently  congested  causing  aircraft 
operational  delays. 

B.  The  airfield  will  not  accommodate  the  Master  Plan  forecast 
for  air  passenger  and  aircraft  operations,  therefore  the 
Master  Plan  is  inadequate  and  should  not  be  approved.  If 
the  Plan  is  approved,  the  Airport  has  no  choice  but  to 
expand  or  build  new  runways  -  this  is  the  Airport's  Plan. 
(Comments  from  individuals  not  in  support  of  airport 
growth) 

C.  The  Master  Plan  is  necessary,  however  the  airfield  may  not 
be  able  accommodate  the  forecast  for  air  passengers  and 
aircraft  operations  and  additional  airfield  capacity  is 
necessary. 

1.  Unspecified  means  of  achieving  additional  capacity. 

2.  Necessary  additional  capacity  can  only  be  achieved  by 
expanded  or  new  runways. 
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2.    What  does  the  Master  Flan  say  about  the  airfield  capacity? 

A.  In  order  to  ensure  that  the  forecasts  of  passenger  traffic 
are  realistic  and  achievable,  an  analysis  of  airfield 
capacity  is  necessary. 

B.  Airfield  capacity  varies  depending  upon  the  runway 
configuration  being  used  and  the  operating  rules  or 
conditions  in  effect  at  the  time.  The  practical  airfield 
capacity  of  103  operations/hr.  for  VFR  conditions  and  53 
operations/hr.  for  IFR  conditions  is  the  basis  of  analysis. 

C.  The  analysis  of  airfield  capacity  to  determine  the 
capability  of  the  airfield  to  support  the  forecast  level 
of  activity  was  based  on  the  average  dav  of  the  peak  month. 

D.  The  Master  Plan  concludes  that  under  VFR  conditions,  there 
appears  to  be  adequate  airfield  capacity  to  accommodate  the 
forecast  levels  of  demand  during  the  peak  hour  of  the  peak 
month  but  that  the  number  of  delays  will  increase  as  the 
duration  increases  over  the  capacity  period.  The  present 
airfield  is  capable  of  supporting  the  majority  of  the  forecast 
operational  demand  during  VFR  operating  conditions. 

E.  The  Master  Plan  concludes  that  under  IFR  conditions,  delays 
and  congestion  will  continue  to  grow  as  the  long  term 
forecasts  are  realized.  However,  IFR  conditions  do  not 
continue  throughout  the  day  and  not  every  day  of  the  year, 
(about  8-10%  of  the  year)  but  the  impact  can  be  significant 
in  terms  of  aircraft  delays. 

The  plan  cites  the  possible  outcomes  if  significant  delays  are 
realized: 

A.  Airport  operators  and  users  will  accept  the  delays. 

B.  General  aviation  and  other  smaller  aircraft  will  be 
"squeezed  out"  based  on  the  Airport  exercising  a  priority 
level  of  service  to  the  public. 

C.  Airport  operators  and  users  will  reschedule  operations  to 
avoid  peak  periods  causing  delays. 

D.  Airport  operators  and  users  will  cancel  flights. 

E.  Airport  operators  and  users  will  avoid  SFIA  and  utilize 
alternate  airports. 

But  before  dramatic  outcomes  are  realized  from  excessive  delays, 
the  plan  indicates  there  are  probable  improvements  that  can  be 
achieved  first  to  minimize  airfield  delays  (Working  Paper  'B'  as 
amended  identified  these  improvements): 
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A.  Additional  improvements  to  the  airfield  itself   (not  new 
runways  or  modification  of  existing  runways) . 

1.  An  extension  of  Taxiway  L  to  Runway  19L. 

2.  An  extension  of  Taxiway  V  to  Taxiway  L. 

3.  The  construction  of  a  high  speed  exit  Taxiway  Z  at 
Runway  19L  at  Taxiway  F. 

4.  The  construction  of  a  high  speed  exit  Taxiway  Y  and 
Runway  lOL  and  Taxiway  L. 

(Note:  These  are  on-airfield  improvements  that  do  not 
require  bay  fill) 

B.  Technological  innovations  (new  navigational  aids)  that  can 
increase  airfield  capacity. 

1.    Microwave  landing  system. 

C.  Operational  improvements. 

1.      Relocation     of     General     Aviation     facilities  and 
operations  to  the  East  Field. 


What  is  the  reality  regarding  airfield  capacity  and  the 
implementation  of  the  Master  Plan? 

A.  Airfield  capacity  is  the  determination  of  how  many  aircraft 
can  use  the  runway  system  within  a  specified  time  frame 
given  an  acceptable  delay  criteria.  The  calculation  of 
airfield  capacity  is  needed  to  determine  the  balance 
between  the  landside  and  airside  elements  of  the  Airport. 
While  it  is  ideal  to  always  have  that  balance,  such  is  not 
the  case  with  most  of  the  major  airports  in  the  United 
States.  While  this  does  not  justify  an  imbalance,  it  does 
provide  reality  to  the  current  operational  environment 
within  the  United  States.  How  much  delay  can  be  accepted 
by  users  and  the  public  is  a  function  of  many  variables 
one  of  which  is  the  maximum  level  of  service  expected 
within  the  constraints  of  the  environment.  In  other 
words,  it  is  the  minimum  acceptable  level  of  service.  This 
minimum  level  of  acceptability  is  subjective  and  has  not 
yet  been  determined  for  San  Francisco  International 
Airport.  However,  the  Airport  will  continue  to  seek 
realistic  improvements  and  greater  efficiencies  to  avoid 
testing  the  limits  of  unacceptable  service  levels. 

B.  Airfield  capacity  is  based  upon  peak  hour  criteria.  The 
Airport  does  not  operate  at  peak  hour  levels  24  hours  a 
day,  365  days  a  year.  Consequently,  there  is  much  unused 
airfield  capacity  at  the  Airport. 
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APPENDIX  B 


CHANGES  TO  NEAR  TERM  MASTER  PLAN 


To  acknowledge  current  discussions  with  Pan  Am,  TWA,  the 
International  Terminal  Steering  Committee  and  Caltrans,  the  near- 
term  Master  Plan  and  supporting  plans  will  be  revised  as 
conceptually  shown  In  Exhibit  1. 
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CHANGES  TO  NEAR  TERM  MASTER  PLAN 

EXHIBIT  1  IV  -  7 


